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INTRODUCTION

INTERIM REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT

BACKGROUND ON THE CAMPAIGN FINANCE SCANDAL

I. INTRODUCTION

Two years ago, the American people were confronted with serious questions
involving the basic integrity of our democratic electoral process.  In the closing months of
the 1996 campaign there were daily revelations about foreign money coming into the U.S.
political system.

John Huang, a former Lippo Group executive, longtime friend of the President and
Presidential appointee at the Commerce Department, was placed at the Democratic
National Committee (“DNC”) in 1995 to raise money with the full knowledge,
encouragement and blessing of the President and his senior aides.  Huang was at the center
of the growing scandal.  His ties with the Riadys’ Lippo Group, and the President’s
longtime friendship with both Huang and the Riadys were the subject of many unanswered
questions during the closing weeks of the 1996 campaign.  In October 1996, it also came
to light that the Riadys  provided a $100,000 “consulting” fee to Presidential friend and
former Associate Attorney General Webster Hubbell in 1994.  At the time, Hubbell was
under investigation in the Whitewater matter.1  Charlie Trie and Ted Sioeng, two other
sources of illegal foreign campaign contributions, also had ties with Huang.  Johnny
Chung, another source of illegal DNC contributions, interacted with Huang and Trie as
well as senior White House officials.

The issues regarding John Huang, Charlie Trie, the Riadys and other possible
sources of foreign money are of great concern.  It is important for the American public to
understand who is financing elections and what interests they might have.  These were
precisely the type of concerns which were raised in the closing days of the 1996 election.
Yet, at the time the Los Angeles Times observed that “… Clinton and his aides admitted
almost nothing [about the campaign finance problems] until his re-election was signed,
sealed and delivered”… .“We were clearly trying to push this onto the DNC to respond

                                                       
1 Susan Schmidt, “Hubbell Got $700,00 for Little or No Work, House Probe Shows,” Washington Post,
April 24, 1998 at A6.
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and keep it away from the president and the campaign trail,” Mike McCurry candidly
admitted in late 1996.2

 Federal election laws are designed so that those who are involved in the process
of funding our election system are citizens or residents with a stake in the United States’
system of democratic government.  Federal laws are also designed to provide full
disclosure to the American people about who is funding candidates for public office.  U.S.
election laws do not allow for contributions from foreign sources.3  When the laws
governing our elections are broken, the very system designed to govern our free elections
is threatened.  If money is given illegally, that can, in and of itself, change the outcome in
any given election.  That is why tracking the huge infusion of foreign money from, among
other sources, those with communist Chinese government ties, and determining how and
why this was done, is so important.

Masking donations through conduit donors is one way in which the true source of
funds can be hidden, thereby increasing the influence of either a foreign or illegal source of
money.  Using conduit contributions also allows a single individual to make more hard
dollar contributions than they would otherwise be allowed to make.  An individual can
give up to $20,000 in “hard money” to a party committee.  When an individual provides
conduit funds to a new individual who has not previously donated, that first $20,000
contributed by that conduit donor will also be counted as “hard money” donations.  It
should be noted that throughout the 1996 campaign, there was a big push to obtain more
hard money.  Memos authored by White House Deputy Chief of Staff Harold Ickes, who
coordinated the campaign, raised the issue of a shortage of “hard money” throughout the
1996 campaign season.4

The Committee has tracked hundreds of thousands of dollars in conduit
contributions and learned that many illegal conduit funds have yet to be returned by the
DNC and other Democratic entities.   Now that it has been clearly established that much
of the millions of dollars in illegal contributions came from foreign bank accounts and/or
conduits, the troubling question persists:  Were foreign sources of any kind buying access
to the White House and trying to influence the 1996 elections?

To date, the President, White House officials and DNC officials, all claim no prior
knowledge of the massive amount of illegal foreign money raised by John Huang, Charlie
Trie, Johnny Chung, their associates and others. However, senior White House and DNC
officials were all part of a reckless fundraising scheme which involved providing extensive
opportunities for large DNC donors to gain access to the President and senior
Administration officials.  White House perks such as Lincoln Bedroom overnights, White
House coffees, Air Force One trips and Kennedy Center tickets, also were provided to

                                                       
2 Glenn F. Bunting and Alan C. Miller, “Money saga points to deception; Clinton, Democrats withheld
information on foreign campaign gifts,” Los Angeles Times, December 30, 1996.
3 See 2 USC 441e(a)
4 Harold Ickes documents, DNC 3109247-49; EOP 035856-59; EOP 037358-362.  (Exhibit 1)
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donors and their friends.5  A number of the individuals who received the “perks” and
White House VIP treatment, were later deemed inappropriate.  These included individuals
such as a drug dealer, an arms merchant and many foreign nationals with unknown
agendas.

While the Committee at this time is not prepared to make any final conclusions
about the precise role or actions of senior White House and DNC officials, including the
President and Vice-President, in the campaign finance scandal, the Committee will
continue to explore their actions.  FBI Director Louis Freeh and the Task Force Chief
Prosecutor Charles La Bella already have told the Attorney General that the actions of
those at the highest levels of the White House and DNC necessitate the appointment of an
independent counsel.  Some have suggested that there might be a larger conspiracy to
violate election laws which necessitates an independent counsel.  Nevertheless, the
Attorney General has declined to appoint an Independent Counsel for campaign finance,
failing to follow the law in this matter.  It should be noted that it is the common
understanding of the recommendations of both Mr. Freeh and Mr. LaBella that any
Independent Counsel appointed to investigate campaign finance matters would investigate
any conduct relating to Republicans as well as Democrats.

Finally, in “following the money,” the Committee ultimately focused more on
Democratic fundraising for one simple reason – that is where the foreign money was
directed over the past several election cycles.  However, this Committee and the Senate
Governmental Affairs Committee did not neglect the instances where foreign money was
found in Republican coffers and examined both the matters involving Ambrous Young6

and Ted Sioeng7 as they related to Republicans.

II. THE FOREIGN FUND-RAISING STORY BREAKS IN FALL 1996:
KEEPING A LID ON THE STORY PAST THE ELECTION

A. The Initial Fundraising Stories

The foreign fundraising scandal first came to light in September 1996 with press
reports of an illegal $250,000 donation from Cheong Am America, a start-up California
company, which had no U.S. generated income at the time of the donation.8  John Huang
had promised the head of the company, John H.K. Lee, that he would have the
opportunity to meet with the President after making his April 8, 1996 contribution to the
                                                       
5 White House Documents, EOP 036287-88. (Exhibit 2)
6 Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign
Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, S. Rep. No. 167, 105th Cong., 2d Sess., vol. 4,
4657 (1998).
7 Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign
Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, S. Rep. No. 167, 105th Cong., 2d Sess., vol. 4,
5573 (1998).
8 Alan C. Miller, “Democrats Return Illegal Contribution:  South Korean Subsidiary’s $250,000 Donation
Violated Ban on Money from Foreign Nationals,” Los Angeles Times, September 21, 1996 at A16.
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DNC.9  In exchange for Lee’s contribution, Huang arranged a quick photo op in a
California Hotel where Mr. Lee met and posed for pictures with the President.10

Following the Cheong Am disclosure by The Los Angeles Times in September
1996,11 and the many unanswered questions raised about John Huang’s fundraising, the
press aggressively began reporting about large, potentially illegal donations to the
Democratic National Committee.  Donations focused on by the press included the Cheong
Am $250,000 donation;12 $450,000 in donations from the Wiriadinatas, an Indonesian
couple linked to the Riadys;13 $140,000 from monks and nuns who attended a fundraiser
in April 1996 at a Buddhist temple in California;14 and, a $325,000 donation from Yogesh
Gandhi.15  John Huang was the DNC contact for most of these illegal contributions.

In the weeks before the 1996 presidential election, top White House, DNC and
Commerce Department officials refused to release much of the relevant information
regarding John Huang, the Riadys, Charlie Trie and other fundraisers and suspicious
characters connected with questionable DNC campaign donations.  As Brookings
Institution scholar Stephen Hess observed:

I’ve been around this town for 30 years and I’ve never seen a group raise
stonewalling to such an art form… . This is nothing new for the Clintons… but they
may ultimately pay a very heavy price for it.16

B.  White House and DNC Dodge Questions and Go On the Attack

The President was clearly among those avoiding answering questions about these
matters in October 1996.  On October 15, 1996, when asked about criticism of various
DNC contributions, the President would only say:  “It’s election time,” before he ducked
into his hotel.17   The following Washington Post story on October 22, 1996 was typical of
the White House response:

                                                       
9 David Willman, Alan C. Miller and Glenn F. Bunting,  “What Clinton Knew:  How a Push for New
Fund-Raising Led to Foreign Access, Bad Money and Questionable Ties,” Los Angeles Times,  December
21, 1997 at A1.
10 Id.
11 Alan C. Miller, “Democrats Return Illegal Contribution,” Los Angeles Times, September 21, 1996.
12 Id.
13 Los Angeles Times, December 21, 1997.
14  Ruth Marcus and Ira Chinoy, “A Fund-Raising ‘Mistake;’ DNC Held Event in Buddhist Temple,”
Washington Post, October 17, 1996 at A01.
15 Los Angeles Times, December 21, 1997.
16 Los Angeles Times, December 30, 1996.
17  Edward Walsh,  “Dole Aide Suggests ‘Potentially Criminal Actions’ in DNC Gift” The Washington
Post, October 15, 1996 at A10.
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Clinton has not provided any substantive answers, dismissing the matter by saying
that his campaign has asked the Federal Election Commission to examine Huang’s
fundraising activities … .

White House press secretary Michael McCurry said today that this [Huang’s not
being available for questions] is because Huang is too busy preparing for the FEC
inquiry to meet with the news media.  And he said the White House hopes that the
FEC will reach its conclusions and make a report before the presidential election.
But McCurry was smiling when he said it, knowing that the FEC routinely takes
months or years – not weeks – to reach its conclusions on such matters.

“Extremely cynical performance, Mr. McCurry,” one reporter bellowed.  “I don’t
know about that,” McCurry chortled.  “I’ve seen worse.  I’ve done worse.”18

Senator Christopher Dodd, the Co-Chairman of the DNC, denied that John Huang
had “done anything wrong here” during an appearance on Face the Nation on October 20,
1996, and said the DNC would make Huang available for questioning.19  At the time of
Dodd’s statement, the DNC had decided to relieve Mr. Huang of his fundraising duties
and ask the FEC to investigate the donations Huang solicited.20

C.  John Huang in hiding

 During this pre-election time John Huang was in hiding, but in contact with DNC
officials.  The DNC then reported back to the White House of growing concerns about
Huang’s fundraising.  However, it was only when Huang was facing a nationwide manhunt
by U.S. Marshals that his attorney, John Keeney, assured U.S. District Judge Royce
Lamberth that Huang would attend a civil deposition relating to his Commerce
Department activities.21  Exasperated with Huang’s avoidance of a subpoena, the judge
indicated that the marshals had been attempting to locate Huang.  In a particularly testy
courtroom exchange, Judge Lamberth asked:

Judge Lamberth: Is he [Huang] within 100 miles?

Mr. Keeney:  I don’t have an atlas.

Judge Lamberth: You don’t need an atlas… You know exactly where he is.  If he
wants to flee from service, I’m going to find out where he is.22

                                                       
18 John Harris,  “President Sidesteps Funds Flap” The Washington Post, October 22, 1996 at A01.
19 Jill Abramson and Glenn R. Simpson,, “Lippo Issue Remains at Center of Presidential Race,” Wall
Street Journal, October 21, 1996 at A24 (quoting Face the Nation (CBS television broadcast, October 20,
1996)).
20 Id.
21  Andy Thibault, “Huang’s lawyer says he’ll return,” The Washington Times, October 26, 1996 at A1.
22  Id.
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Mr. Keeney had claimed Huang would not be available until after the presidential
election.23  At that point, Judge Lamberth ordered the DNC to require that Huang report
to work on the following Monday.  Upon receiving the order,  DNC Chairman Don
Fowler complied.24  To forestall any delaying tactics, Judge Lamberth indicated that he
was prepared to hold a hearing on whether Huang’s lawyer could legally refuse to disclose
his client’s location.  Keeney sent the DNC a letter saying Huang would be available for
the deposition.25

Documents turned over to the Committee from the DNC show that Huang
submitted a “DNC Expense Report” for part of his time in hiding in October 1996.26  In a
submission he made in the fall of 1996 under “purpose of travel” Huang wrote:  “Stayed
away from D.C.; Return home for materials.”  The time frame was October 11-15, 1996.27

D.  The DNC Stalls Past the Election on FEC Reporting

With all of the troubling information about possibly illegal contributions surfacing
in the closing days of the 1996 election, the DNC made the extraordinary decision not to
submit its financial report to the Federal Election Commission on time, as required by
law.28   This was the first time since the federal election law was enacted that a party had
purposefully decided not to file a pre-election campaign finance report. This produced an
outcry even from party loyalists such as former Judiciary Committee Chairman and
Democrat Representative Don Edwards, who noted the report should have been filed by
the DNC:  “They’ve had people out of control over there who went overboard [on fund-
raising].”29

Following a public uproar, the DNC reversed itself and released “raw data” of the
campaign finance report.30  Charles Lewis, Executive Director of the Center for Public
Integrity observed at the time:

If Bill Clinton is re-elected, it could well become the second term from Hell… .
We’re seeing something we have not seen since Watergate, in terms of the
contempt for the American people about the amount of campaign money being
raised from dubious sources and of questionable legality.31

                                                       
23  Id.
24  Id.
25  Toni Locy and Serge Kovaleski, “Huang to Return Monday to Accept Civil Subpoena,” The
Washington Post, October 26, 1996 at A13.
26 DNC document.  D0000053 (Exhibit 3)
27 Id.
28 Donald Lambro, “After election comes the deluge?  Democrats fear funds flap fallout,” The Washington
Times, October 31, 1996 at A1.
29 Id.
30 The Washington Times,  October 30, 1996 at A13.
31 The Washington Times, October 31, 1996 at A1.
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III. THE POST-ELECTION RESPONSE TO THE CAMPAIGN FINANCE
SCANDAL

A. Problems Identified with John Huang

From the very beginning, John Huang’s fundraisers included an unusually high
number of foreign nationals.  This did not go unnoticed by DNC officials in 1996.  DNC
Chairman Don Fowler and DNC Finance Chairman Marvin Rosen attended the events
orchestrated by Huang and at the time of Huang’s first fundraiser in February 1996, noted
that a number of foreign nationals were at the event.  By the time of a July 30, 1996, small
Presidential fundraising dinner where few of the attendees were eligible to contribute,
Marvin Rosen put out the word that Huang could not do anymore events with the
President.32  However, Huang’s fundraising was allowed to continue behind the scenes.

As became evident shortly after the 1996 election, there were serious problems
with John Huang’s fundraising practices, as well as the DNC vetting practices – or rather,
the lack thereof.  There were hundreds of thousands of dollars in illegal foreign
contributions connected with Huang.   In fact, problems with John Huang’s fundraising
practices were first brought to the attention of the DNC after his first fundraising event in
Washington, D.C. on February 19, 1996.

Shortly after Huang’s first fundraising event, a February 19, 1996 Asian-American
event which Huang claimed to have raised $1 million for the party, the DNC  learned that
at least two of the contributions were clearly illegal.33   Two $12,500 checks solicited by
Huang from a couple who run an international trading group based in China were returned
in March 1996.34   DNC General Counsel Joseph Sandler claims to have no recollection of
these checks being returned by the DNC in March 1996, even though he has testified that
he extensively reviewed John Huang’s contributions from the February 19, 1996 event.35

It was not until July 1997 when the information about these two returned checks was first
turned over to Congress.  For almost a year, the DNC left the impression that the first
notice that they had of any problems with John Huang was the $250,000 Cheong Am
donation identified as illegal in mid-September 1996.   That impression was deliberately
misleading.

These early warning signs about John Huang’s solicitation of illegal foreign money
were clearly ignored by the DNC.  However, both DNC Finance Director Richard Sullivan
and DNC Finance Chairman Marvin Rosen claimed to have had sufficient concerns about

                                                       
32 Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign
Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, S. Rep. No. 167, 105th Cong., 2d Sess., vol. I,
1703 (1998).
33 Senate Report, Volume I, at 1694-1698.
34 Id.
35 Deposition of Joseph Sandler, by the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, May 30, 1997, at
102-103.
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Huang to recommend special training by DNC General Counsel Joseph Sandler.  Sandler
has denied ever being requested to conduct such training or in fact engaging in such
training for Huang.36

Perhaps most disturbing about all matters related to John Huang is the fact that
Attorney General Janet Reno’s task force appears to be making little if any progress in
making a case against John Huang.37  As is evidenced in the Committee’s report, there is
ample reason to believe he is every bit as involved in illegal campaign contributions as the
lower level individuals who have been indicted by the Justice Department’s Campaign
Finance Task Force to date.

B.  Problems identified with the DNC vetting system

By mid-October 1996, DNC officials had not only realized they had serious
problems with their compliance procedures, according to DNC General Counsel Joseph
Sandler, they had begun a process to change the vetting system.38  It is clear from
Sandler’s testimony that a public acknowledgment of serious shortcomings in the DNC
finance system was deliberately delayed past election day.39

Although DNC Chairman Don Fowler refused to make any public statements
before the election he came forward on November 13, 1996, to acknowledge that there
were “serious” flaws in the party’s process for reviewing contributions and donors.
Fowler claimed he had instituted new safeguards.40

Yet, even after the election, the DNC hid the true nature of the problem.  For
example, the day after the election, the DNC returned a $325,000 check to Yogesh
Gandhi.  However, the DNC had arranged to return the contribution before the election, in
late October 1996.41  In a similar incident, at the November 13, 1996 press conference,
DNC Chairman Fowler insisted that the $450,000 from the Indonesian couple, the
Wiriadinatas, had been “thoroughly reviewed” and  was legal.42 Yet only ten days later,
after intense public scrutiny, the DNC announced that it was returning this $450,000 in
donations from the Wiriadinatas because they had failed to file U.S. income tax returns for
1995 and they had moved back to Indonesia – information which was known to the DNC
by mid-October.43  This pattern of delaying the return of illegal or inappropriate
contributions continues today.
                                                       
36 Senate Report, Vol. 1, at 1692-1694.
37 See Letter from Chairman Burton to Attorney General Janet Reno of October 2, 1998. (Exhibit  4)
38 Deposition of Joseph Sandler, by the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, May 15, 1997 at 21.
39 Id. at 22-30.
40 Ruth Marcus, “DNC Official Concedes ‘Mistakes of Process’; National Chairman Makes First
Statements on Donor Controversy,” The Washington Post, November 13, 1996 at A04.
41 Sandler Senate Deposition, May 15, 1997 at 114-116.
42 The Washington Post, November 13, 1996 at A04.
43 Alan C. Miller, “Democrats Give Back more disputed money,” The Los Angeles Times, November 23,
1996 at A1.
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By November 1996, the Justice Department had set up its task force to investigate
the campaign fundraising matter, which in turn prompted the DNC to hire outside
auditors, lawyers and investigators to further examine the questionable contributions.  In
February 1997, the DNC identified $1,492,051 in contributions to be returned, yet
officials at the DNC continued to deny any prior knowledge of this extensive pattern of
illegal contributions generated by John Huang, Charlie Trie, Johnny Chung and others.

C. Problems Identified with Charlie Trie’s Contributions

Problems related to DNC fundraiser, Presidential appointee, and long-time Clinton
friend, Charlie Trie, also came to public light in the fall of 1996.  Charlie Trie worked
closely with John Huang in fundraising in the 1996 cycle.  Notably, Harold Ickes flagged
Charlie Trie as a potential problem in mid-October 1996 when he spoke with DNC
Executive Director B.J. Thornberry,44 but his fundraising problems largely escaped
unnoticed until after the election.  However, in an October 1996 conversation with Ms.
Thornberry, Ickes suggested that if she thought she had problems with Huang, “you better
look at Trie.”45  Ickes’ delay in calling attention to Trie is particularly problematic as Ickes
was in charge of coordinating the campaign and fundraising for the DNC.

Ickes had known of fundraising problems relating to Charlie Trie since early April
1996, when the Executive Director of the President’s Legal Expense Trust, Michael
Cardozo, informed Mr. Ickes and the First Lady, that Charlie Trie had provided over
$380,000 in suspect contributions to the President’s Legal Expense Trust.46  Mr. Cardozo
informed Ickes and the First Lady that he was going to investigate the suspect
contributions from Trie.47  Cardozo’s testimony indicated that initially in the meeting, the
First Lady appeared not to know Charlie Trie.48  Ickes also testified that he did not know
who Trie was until Cardozo brought the situation to his attention.49  However, Trie, an
Arkansas native had been active in DNC fundraising circles since June 1994 when he
contributed $100,000 to the DNC specifically dedicated to the First Lady’s Health Care
effort50 which was headed up by Harold Ickes at the White House.

A document turned over from Ickes’ files which features an exclusive group of
large dollar donors features Charlie Trie along with notables such as Evelyn Lauder, Ely
Callaway, and Marvin Davis, demonstrates that Ickes certainly could have known of Trie’s
                                                       
44 Deposition of B.J. Thornberry, by the House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, July 22,
1997 at 71.
45 Id.
46 Deposition of Michael Cardozo, by the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, May 7, 1997 at 68.
47 Id. at 71.
48 Id.
49 Deposition of Harold Ickes, by the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, June 26, 1997 at 160,
166.
50 Memo to John O’Hanlon from David Mercer regarding VIP requests, June 18, 1994.  F 0045848
(Exhibit 5.)



10

role in fundraising.51  Despite warnings from Cardozo regarding Trie’s fundraising,  a
Presidential appointment to the Commission on U.S.-Pacific Trade and Investment Policy
went forward on April 17, 1996,52 with apparently no concern.  The Committee has heard
from a witness, an aide to Senator Bingaman, who told the committee that he protested
repeatedly regarding Trie’s placement on the Commission, only to be told by a White
House official that Trie was a “must appointment” from high levels of the
Administration.53  Many of those who served with Trie on the Commission found his
qualifications and abilities severely lacking.

In a May 9, 1996 meeting at the White House, Michael Cardozo again met with
top White House officials including Ickes and Bruce Lindsey and other White House
Counsel, to inform them that he planned on returning the PLET contributions gathered by
Trie, because it appeared they had been funneled through a Buddhist cult.54  At this May
9, 1996 meeting, Mr. Cardozo recalled that Bruce Lindsey mentioned something about
Trie being a DNC fundraiser.55  Ickes, does not recall any discussion that took place
during the meeting.56

Despite the knowledge of the First Lady and senior White House officials
regarding Trie’s suspect fundraising, just days later on May 13, 1996, the President, sitting
at a table with two foreign nationals praised Charlie Trie:

[S]oon it will be twenty years that I had my first meal with Charlie Trie.  Almost
twenty years, huh?  Twenty years in just a few months.  At the time, neither of us
could afford a ticket to this dinner, it’s fair to say.57

At the time when the President made this statement reflecting upon Trie’s apparent good
fortune, his staff had already been informed of Trie’s questionable fundraising practices for
PLET.  During this same month Charlie Trie borrowed $5000 from former White House
employee Mark Middleton58 and faced court charges for failing to pay his rent.59

In June 1996, all of Trie’s gathered contributions were returned by PLET and the
White House Counsel’s office was again informed of this matter by Mr. Cardozo.60  Yet
again on July 22, 1996 and again on August 18, 1996, Charlie Trie was a key fundraiser
for these Presidential events.  In August 1996, when the President’s Legal Expense Trust
filed its quarterly report, it notably omitted all of the returned contributions provided by

                                                       
51 Harold Ickes Documents.  CGRO 1623-24  (Exhibit 6)
52 White House Documents.  EOP 030404 - 030406 (Exhibit 7)
53 Staff Interview of Steve Clemons, December 5, 1997.
54 Cardozo Senate Deposition, May 7, 1997 at 150-152.
55 Id. at 175.
56 Ickes Senate Deposition, June 26, 1997 at 179.
57 White House Communications Agency videotape number 6, May 13, 1996.
58 Deposition of Holli Weymouth, by the House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, July
14, 1998 at 104.
59 Complaint for possession of real estate.  P704553  (Exhibit 8.)
60 Cardozo Senate Deposition, May 7, 1997 at 201.
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Trie.61  In August 1996, senior White House officials such as Harold Ickes, Bruce
Lindsey, Maggie Williams and Cheryl Mills were informed of a letter received by a PLET
donor connected with the funds Trie had forwarded which indicated that the funds were
indeed gathered under highly questionable circumstances.62   Yet, it was not until
December 1996 – after the election and after reporters keyed in on the fundraising role of
Charlie Trie, that the White House acknowledged problems with Trie’s PLET donations
and Trie’s DNC donations were publicly scrutinized.63  Even with knowledge of Trie’s
large and problematic donations, he continued to attend fundraisers and was invited to a
December Christmas party at the White House for major DNC donors.64  At the Christmas
party, according to Bruce Lindsey, Trie approached the President in the receiving line and
apologized for any problems he caused the President and then left the White House.65

Shortly thereafter, when Trie’s problems with the Trust Fund were made public, Trie left
the country and remained in Asia throughout 1997.

By February 1997, it was clear that Trie was connected with hundreds of
thousands of dollars in illegal contributions.  When the DNC completed its initial review of
questionable contributions, it returned all of Trie’s personal and corporate contributions.
Nevertheless, many of his conduit political donations took months to trace. Even after
both the Senate and House identified conduit funds provided by Charlie Trie, the DNC
continued to retain the funds long after information about their illegal source was publicly
identified.

D. The Specter of Foreign Influence

Over the past two years, the millions of dollars in illegal foreign money that went
to the DNC and other Democratic entities have been traced to a small number of key
figures, namely John Huang, Charlie Trie, and Johnny Chung.  These individuals were
provided unique access to the White House and senior Administration officials.  They also
used their access to bring their foreign business associates to the White House and DNC
functions.  Even though many of their foreign associates were not eligible to contribute,
foreign nationals such as Charlie Trie’s business associate “Mr. Wu” did in fact funnel
foreign money into the DNC.  Trie brought “Mr. Wu,” who has been linked to local
government officials in the People’s Republic of China, to the White House on numerous
occasions.

Huang, Trie and Chung were provided with opportunities to bring their Chinese
business associates to the White House while these same associates provided them with

                                                       
61 Id. at 169.
62 Id. at 223-224.
63 Deposition of Michael Cardozo, by the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, May 8, 1997 at 10-
11.
64 Deposition of Bruce Lindsey, by the House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, April 29,
1998 at 20.
65 Id.



12

funds for illegal foreign contributions.  As the Committee has continued its investigation,
more information about these questionable business interests has come to light.  Johnny
Chung’s confession that tens of thousands of dollars which he contributed were given to
him from a Chinese government source was ultimately not surprising.  Indeed, some at the
DNC had suspected he was doing this.66

In March 1998, Chung pled guilty to illegally funneling $20,000 to Clinton/Gore
’96.67  Chung also had contributed $366,000 to the DNC68 in the same period in which he
visited the White House approximately 50 times,69 often with his Chinese business
associates.  According to news reports, Chung admitted that a large part of the nearly
$100,000 he gave to Democrats in 1996, including $80,000 to the DNC, came from the
Chinese People’s Liberation Army through Chinese army Lieutenant Colonel and China
Aerospace Corporation executive Liu Chao-ying.70  Chung, once labeled a “hustler” by a
National Security Council aide,71 escorted Ms. Liu to a Presidential fundraiser in Los
Angeles in 1996.72  A House Select Committee continues to investigate the intelligence
and national security matters related to these issues, while this Committee continues to
investigate the money trail and the business associations.

The connections with foreign campaign money and foreign business associates also
is apparent with Charlie Trie and his associate Antonio Pan; John Huang and the Riady
family; Ted Sioeng and his foreign associates, as well as others.  As the Committee
continues to follow the money trail and push for foreign cooperation and an end to the
stonewalling by dozens of key witnesses, it is very likely more foreign ties will be
discovered.  For example, the Committee has traced $200,000 in travelers checks back to
Jakarta, Indonesia.73  These funds were used in part for conduit contributions to the DNC.
To date the committee and the Justice Department have been unsuccessful in obtaining the
cooperation of the Indonesian government in turning over Indonesian bank records which
would identify the source of these funds.  However, it is the operative theory of both the
Committee and the Justice Department that the source of these funds is very likely
connected in some manner to the Riady family and/or Lippo Group.

Finally, the Committee believes that the House’s investigation continues to provide
additional support to the issues as set out by the Senate Governmental Affairs majority
report on “The China Plan.”74

                                                       
66 Deposition of Richard Sullivan, by the House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight,
September 3, 1997 at 187.
67 Don Terry, “Fund-Raiser Chung Pleads Guilty,” Washington Post, March 17, 1998.
68 FEC Internet records – tray.com/fecinfo/
69 White House WAVE Records
70 Jeff Gerth, “Democrat Fund-Raiser said to Detail China Tie,” New York Times, May 15, 1998.
71 E-mail from Robert Suettinger of the National Security Council describing Johnny Chung as a
“hustler.”  EOP 005439.
72 Chung guest list for Eli Broad fundraiser held on June 18, 1996.  JCH 15017 (Exhibit 9)
73 See generally, letter from Christopher M. Curran, Esq., Attorney for Bank Central Asia, to Committee
Senior Investigative Counsel Tim Griffin, Esq., July 20, 1998.
74 Senate Report, Volume II, at 2499.
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CONCLUSION

The Committee’s interim report outlines foreign money raised or contributed by
John Huang, Charlie Trie, Johnny Chung, and others connected with these individuals
such as Ted Sioeng and the dozens of conduits connected with them.  What is clear is that
high level officials from the White House, the Administration and the DNC made
themselves available to these individuals despite warning signs that their fundraising
practices were highly suspect.  John Huang, and his patrons, the Riadys, are friends of
President Clinton, as is Charlie Trie.  They came to the fundraising table by virtue of their
relationships with the President – not through any relationship with Don Fowler, Harold
Ickes or other DNC or Administration officials.

The illegal foreign money solicited by these individuals is doubly suspect because
of their extensive ties to the People’s Republic of China.  The original – but as yet
unidentified – sources of these funds were traced to bank accounts in Hong Kong, Macau
and Indonesia.  As the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee Final Report on campaign
finance noted, “officials at the highest levels of the Chinese government approved of
efforts to increase the PRC’s involvement in the U.S. political process.  There are
indications that the plan or parts of the plan and possibly related PRC activities were
implemented covertly in this country.”75  Since the Senate issued its report in March 1998,
the Committee has developed a more extensive record on the key fundraising figures and
their foreign ties.  Finally, in addition to the Asian sources of foreign money, the
Committee has also identified South American foreign money that first came into the DNC
coffers in 1992, as well as funds from a German national which were largely ignored by
the FEC.

This is an interim report on the Committee’s work in the campaign finance
investigation.  Due to the extensive stonewalling endured by the Committee and the lack
of testimony from 120 relevant witnesses, many fundamental questions remain
unanswered.  What was the motivation behind the massive flow of foreign money into the
U.S. political system?  Where did the funds ultimately originate?  Who were the foreign
power brokers and what were they hoping to get in exchange for their money?  Were any
national security or policy matters compromised by these activities?

Justice Department officials have indicated that cases such as these take years to
get to the facts.   The extensive financial transactions coupled with reluctant and non-
available witnesses makes for a difficult trail to follow.  Nevertheless, the Committee is
determined to continue to get the facts to the American people.

                                                       
75 Senate Report, Volume II, at 2510.
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 UNPRECEDENTED OBSTACLES TO THE
COMMITTEE’S INVESTIGATION

INTRODUCTION

Since early 1997, when the Committee first began conducting its campaign finance
investigation, the Committee encountered unprecedented obstacles, never before faced by
a congressional investigation.  These obstacles resulted in limited or no access to the most
relevant witnesses and caused the Committee to have to subpoena far more materials than
it might otherwise have done if faced with cooperating witnesses and cooperating entities.

These obstacles include the following:

I. To date, 120 witnesses connected with the campaign finance investigation have
either fled the country or asserted  Fifth Amendment privileges.  Many of these
witnesses were associates of the central campaign fundraising figures, all of whom
refused to cooperate with the committee.  Included are:  John Huang, Charlie Trie,
Johnny Chung, James Riady, Webster Hubbell,  Mark Middleton and Melinda Yee.
Huang, Trie, Hubbell, Middleton and Yee were all political appointees of President
Clinton.

II.  The Committee has been faced with the White House’s consistent, six year pattern
of dragging out investigations by refusing to turn over relevant documents until
threatened with contempt.  Furthermore, the White House has on many occasions
asserted frivolous privileges which had already been struck down in court.  These
actions were designed to delay and minimize the effective dissemination of relevant
information.

III. The Committee has been faced with the Democratic National Committee’s
(“DNC”) protracted and disorganized document production which still has not
concluded, as well as the DNC’s failure to provide any date certain when all
records will be produced to either congressional or Justice Department
investigators.

IV. The Committee has been faced with a total lack of cooperation from foreign
governments.  It has been almost impossible to obtain relevant information and
access to witnesses.  Furthermore, the Administration has failed to press for any
such cooperation which would uncover the original source of the millions in
foreign money which flowed into the U.S. political system over the past several
years.  In addition, the People’s Republic of China refused to allow visas to be
issued for Committee investigators and the Administration did not press for
cooperation in any meaningful way.
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I.  THE UNPRECEDENTED NUMBER OF WITNESSES WHO REFUSED
TO COOPERATE WITH THE COMMITTEE’S INVESTIGATION

In January of 1997, The House Government Reform and Oversight Committee, in
accordance with its oversight responsibilities, began an investigation into the allegedly
illegal campaign finance activities of the 1996 elections.1 Since the Committee began its
work, it has faced a level of stonewalling and obstruction never before encountered by a
Congressional Committee.  During the course of the inquiry, the Committee ran into
serious roadblocks in its attempts to secure testimony and obtain documents from the
White House, the Democratic National Committee, and various witnesses.2  In June 1998,
eighteen months into the Committee’s investigation, the number of witnesses refusing to
testify topped one hundred.3  As of the beginning of October, the list had swelled to 120.

The number of potential witnesses who have exercised their Fifth Amendment
right not to give testimony that would be self-incriminating now stands at seventy-nine. An
additional eighteen witnesses have left the country, and 23 witnesses live overseas and
have refused to be interviewed, bringing the total number of non-cooperating witnesses to
120.4

On September 24, 1997, the Committee immunized three witnesses on the list who
made illegal conduit contributions at the behest of Charlie Trie and Antonio Pan .5  On
June 23, 1998, the Committee immunized four additional witnesses relating to DNC
fundraisers Johnny Chung , Gene and Nora Lum, and Ted Sioeng.6 The Senate also
immunized several witnesses involved in the His Lai Buddhist Temple fundraiser and other
conduit contributions.7 However, the bulk of the 120 witnesses have yet to be heard from.

The list of people who are no longer in the country and who refuse to be
interviewed include longtime Clinton friends and campaign contributors James and
Mochtar Riady, who control the Lippo Group of Indonesia, Ng Lap Seng, the Macau
financier who underwrote hundreds of thousands of dollars in illegal contributions

                                               
1 Providing Special Investigative Authorities for the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, H.
Rep. No. 137, 105 th Cong., 1st Sess. (1997).
2 Congressional Record, May 12, 1998, pp. H3054. Question of Personal Privilege. Remarks made by
Government Reform & Oversight Committee Chairman, Dan Burton.
3 Government Reform and Oversight Committee Press Release., 10 New Witnesses Take the Fifth, Total
now at 104., June 23, 1998.
4 See Exhibit 1. Committee Chart detailing the 120 witnesses who have pled  the Fifth or fled the country
to avoid cooperating with Congressional Investigations into campaign finance.
5 House Government Reform and Oversight Committee, Business Meeting: Immunity Vote. September
24, 1997.
6 House Government Reform and Oversight Committee, Business Meeting: Immunity Vote. June 23,
1998.
7 Final Report of the Committee on Governmental Affairs, S. Rep. No. 167, 105th Cong., 2d Sess., Vol. 2,
at 1794-95, 2520.
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orchestrated by Charlie Trie, and Antonio Pan , who was indicted with Trie by the
Justice Department  on January 28, 1998.

The number of witnesses associated with Trie who have taken the Fifth or refused
to cooperate with the investigation totals thirteen.

Over twenty-five friends and family members of Ted Sioeng have either exercised
their Fifth Amendment rights or left the country to avoid testifying.  Sioeng and his
network of business associates gave $400,000 to the Democratic party and another
$150,000 to Republicans.8

There are seventeen witnesses associated with John Huang  who have either taken
the Fifth or left the country.

In June 1998, the Committee received notice that twelve employees of Florida
businessman Mark Jimenez would exercise their Fifth Amendment right not to testify
about suspected conduit contributions to the Clinton/Gore campaign.9  Jimenez was
indicted in September for orchestrating nearly $40,000 in illegal contributions to the
Clinton/Gore campaign and other Democratic campaigns.10

The list of witnesses who have asserted their Fifth Amendment right not to testify
includes a number of Presidential appointees:

• Former White House Deputy Chief of Staff Mark Middleton,
• Former Associate Attorney General Webster Hubbell,
• Former Deputy Assistant Commerce Secretary John Huang, and
• Longtime presidential friend and appointee Charlie Trie, who was appointed to the

Bingaman Commission on international trade.

During a December 1997 hearing of the Government Reform and Oversight
Committee, Chairman Burton asked FBI Director Louis Freeh if the Director had ever
seen so many witnesses in a federal investigation invoke the Fifth Amendment or flee the
country.  Director Freeh responded by comparing the current investigation to his years
fighting organized crime in New York:

                                               
8 For details, see chapter on Ted Sioeng.
9 See Letter to Richard D. Bennett, Chief Counsel, from John F. Conroy,  June 17, 1998; Letter to Richard
D. Bennett, Chief Counsel, from William L. Gardner June 30, 1998 (informing the Government Reform
and Oversight Committee that the following individuals will assert their Fifth Amendment Rights:
Messrs, Jacob Devalle, William Gearhart, Richard Esparragoza, Manuel Garcia, Reynaldo B. Crespo,
Raymond Dos Remedios, David Fried, Louis C. Leonardo, Juan L. Ruiz, Marcelino V. Brontonel, Enrique
Sanchez, and Mrs. Ruth S. Ramirez).
10 Department of Justice Press Release, September 30, 1998.



4

 “I spent 16 years doing organized crime cases in New York City, and
many people were frequently unavailable. . .It went on for quite a
while.”11

 The unwillingness of so many witnesses to provide sworn testimony became a
serious obstacle to the Committee’s efforts to conduct a thorough investigation and
inform the public about the allegations under investigation. The extraordinary number of
potential witnesses who either fled the country or invoked their Fifth Amendment rights is
a strong indication of the unusual level of illegal activity that occurred during both the
1992 and 1996 election cycles.

Conversely, when witnesses did cooperate with the investigation, the Committee
made swift progress. For example, upon granting immunity to three witnesses who made
conduit contributions at the request of Charlie Trie and Antonio Pan (Manlin Foung,
Joseph Landon and David Wang ), the Committee received detailed information about
these conduit payments and moved swiftly to public hearings.12 Months later, in June of
1998, the Committee granted immunity to four additional witnesses (Kent La, Irene Wu,
Nancy Lee, and Larry Wong). Both Nancy Lee and Irene Wu then provided the
Committee with important information relating to Johnny Chung’s  efforts to funnel
illegal conduit contributions to Democratic campaigns.13

Attached as Exhibit 1 is the entire list of 120 individuals who have invoked the Fifth
Amendment, Fled the country, or refused to be interviewed in their home countries.

II. THE WHITE HOUSE

In its oversight capacity the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight
previously had the occasion to work with the Clinton White House on document
productions pursuant to requests and subpoenas in other investigations, including the
White House Travel Office investigation and the “Filegate” investigation.  As documented
in its reports on these investigations, the Committee was subjected to repeated delays and
obstruction throughout its prior dealings with the White House.14  The Committee
prepared for similar tactics during the 105th Congress, yet hoped for greater cooperation
from President Clinton’s newly appointed counsel, Charles F.C. Ruff.   Unfortunately that

                                               
11 Hearing on Current Implementation of the Independent Counsel Act  Before the House Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight, 105th Cong., 1st Sess., 294-295 (1997).
12 Hearing on the Conduit Payments to the Democratic National Committee Before the House Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight, 105th Cong.,  1st Sess. (1997) (testimony of Manlin Foung, Joseph
Landon and David Wang).
13 See Depositions of  Nancy Lee, Government Reform and Oversight Committee, July 28, 1998;
Deposition of Irene Wu, Government Reform and Oversight Committee, July 28, 1998.
14 House Comm. on Government Reform and Oversight, Investigation of the White House Travel Office
Firings and Related Matters, H.R. Rep. No. 461, 104th Cong., 2d Sess., 3 (1996); House Comm. on
Government Reform and Oversight, Investigation into the White House and Department of Justice on
Security of FBI Background Investigation Files, H.R. Rep. No. 469, 104th Cong., 2d Sess., 4 (1996).
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was not to be the case, and the White House’s actions during the document production
phase served only to hinder the progress of the Committee’s investigation for months.  As
the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee noted in its report, the White House used the
one year deadline for the Senate investigation to drag out the process and stymie the
efforts of the Senate to get to the bottom of the campaign finance scandal.15  Knowing of
the penchant for this White House to drag out the investigative process, the House
investigation did not agree to such time constraints.

A. White House Responses to Committee Requests

On February 6, 1997, the Chairman met and discussed the Committee’s document
production needs and expectations with Mr. Ruff, the White House Counsel.  In that
meeting, Mr. Ruff pledged the White House’s cooperation and assured the Chairman that
the President was committed to providing all of the documents necessary to the
Committee’s investigation and would not claim any privileges over any relevant
documents in the campaign finance investigation.

Prior to the Ruff meeting, the Committee had already made several document
requests to Jack Quinn, who preceded Ruff as White House Counsel.  During the 104th

Congress, the Committee, under then-Chairman William F. Clinger, sent several campaign
finance related document requests to the White House. 16  Requests for documents related
to John Huang were first made as early as October 1996.   At the beginning of the 105th

Congress, Chairman Burton issued a comprehensive request to the White House on
January 15, 1997.  This request was addressed to both Counsels Quinn and Ruff for
documents relating to campaign finance matters.17

                                               
15 Final Report of the Committee on Governmental Affairs, United States Senate, “Investigation of Illegal
or Improper Activities in Connection with 1996 Federal Election Campaigns,” 105th Cong., 2d Sess., S.
Rpt. 105-167, Volume 1, p. 18-20.
16 Letter to President Bill Clinton from Chairman William F. Clinger, Jr., House Government Reform and
Oversight Committee, Chairman Henry J. Hyde, House Judiciary Committee, and Chairman Bill Thomas,
Committee on House Oversight, October 18, 1996 (requesting that documents relating to John Huang’s
activities at the DNC be released publicly); Letter to President Bill Clinton from Chairman William F.
Clinger, October 23, 1996 (requesting information on Jorge Cabrera); Letter to President Bill Clinton
from Chairman William F. Clinger, Chairman Bill Thomas, and Chairman Henry J. Hyde, October 25,
1996 (requesting information on John Huang and requesting FEC investigation);  Letter to President Bill
Clinton from Chairman William F. Clinger, October 31, 1996 (requesting that the President make all
records regarding John Huang available to Congress and the public); Letter to Terry Good, Office of
Records Management, The White House from Chairman William F. Clinger, Jr., October 31, 1996
(requesting WAVES records for John Huang); Letter to John M. Quinn, Counsel to the President, from
Chairman William F. Clinger, November 1, 1996 (requesting WAVES records for John Huang); Letter to
John M. Quinn, Counsel to the President, from Chairman William F. Clinger, November 14, 1996
(requesting WAVES records for John Huang); Letter to John M. Quinn, Counsel to the President, from
Chairman William F. Clinger, Chairwoman Jan Meyers, House Small Business Committee, Chairman
Bill Thomas, House Oversight Committee, Chairman Larry Combest, Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence, Chairman Donald Mazullo, House Subcommittee on Exports, Small Business Committee,
November 21, 1996 (relating to SBA withholding of documents at the request of the White House).
17 Letter to John M. Quinn, Counsel to the President, and Charles F.C. Ruff from Chairman Dan Burton,
January 15, 1997.  (Exhibit 2)
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At the time of the January 15, 1997 Committee request for documents, the White
House had already sent three directives to White House staff, instructing them to search
for responsive documents.18  Each directive to search for documents requested that
documents be produced no later than November 12, 1996, December 23, 1996 and
January 17, 1997, respectively.  Thus, the Committee had every reason to believe that a
responsible White House interested in expeditiously responding to the campaign finance
investigation would promptly turn over relevant records.  However, Mr. Quinn wrote to
Chairman Burton that the White House was unable to produce documents in the two week
time period the Committee requested and that production would be delayed until a
meeting time could be arranged with White House officials.  One week after Quinn’s
letter, the White House released a number of responsive documents to the press, without
producing them to the Committee.19  The documents were delivered to the Committee five
days after the press received them, setting the tone for the manner in which the White
House would respond to Committee requests and subpoenas.

Between January and March 1997, the White House refused to comply fully with
any of the Committee’s document requests.  As a result, on March 4, 1997, the
Committee issued a subpoena to the White House for a variety of records relevant to the
campaign finance investigation.20  The subpoena called for the production of documents
on March 24, 1997.  As the White House had been collecting documents since the end of
October 1996 -- for almost five months --  the Committee believed the time for production
was adequate.21

The White House, in March 1997, refused to produce unredacted documents to
the Committee until a protocol for the handling of documents was adopted by the
Committee.22  The Chairman and Committee staff assured the White House Counsel’s
Office that the Committee was acting under a protocol approved by the Chairman until the
full Committee was able to approve a document protocol.  However, the White House
would not provide the Committee with unredacted, or what it considered sensitive
documents, four months into the investigation.23

                                               
18 Memorandum to All Staff of the White House, the Office of Administration, the Office of Management
and Budget, and all other units of the Executive Office of the President from Jack Quinn, Counsel to the
President, Re:  Documents Relating to the Lippo Group, Indonesia and Other Matters, October 31, 1996
(Exhibit 3).  Memorandum to Executive Office of the President Staff from Jack Quinn, Counsel to the
President, Re:  Document Request, December 16, 1996 (Exhibit 4).   Memorandum to Executive Office of
the President Staff from Jack Quinn, Counsel to the President, Re:  Follow-up to December 16, 1996
Document Request, January 9, 1997 (Exhibit 5).
19  Letter to Charles Ruff, Counsel to the President from Chairman Dan Burton, January 31, 1997.
20  Subpoena to Executive Office of the President from Committee on Government Reform and Oversight,
U.S. House of Representatives, March 4, 1998 (Exhibit 6).
21  Exhibits 3, 4, and 5.
22 Letter to the Chief Counsel Government Reform and Oversight Committee from Lanny A. Breuer,
Special Counsel to the President, March 19, 1997.
23 Letter to Lanny A. Breuer, Special Counsel to the President from Chief Counsel Government Reform
and Oversight, March 19, 1997 (Exhibit 7).
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The full Committee did approve a formal document protocol on April 10, 1997,
yet the White House still would not produce documents to the Committee.  The White
House claimed that the protocol adopted by the full Committee was not sufficient to
protect its documents.24  At one point, the White House Counsel’s office even proposed a
document protocol which would have required armed guards to stand watch over White
House documents.  The White House insisted that the Committee conform to its
“confidentiality proposal” or what the White House considered appropriate procedures,
including mandating the amount of Committee staff to have access to the documents.25 As
a coequal branch of government, the Committee could not allow the executive branch to
dictate the enforcement of or compliance with a legislative subpoena, or effectively annul
the protocol approved by vote of the Committee. 26  As for any national security or
classified documents, the Committee made arrangements to have such material stored with
the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence.  Only a limited number of staff
with proper security clearances were allowed to review the material.

Even while the White House refused to produce documents, the Committee
attempted to accommodate the White House and ensure that documents would be
forthcoming, by prioritizing the March 4, 1997, subpoena through an April 18, 1997
letter.27  The Committee engaged in extensive, good faith discussions and negotiations to
assist the White House in producing documents.   By late April, the White House still
refused to cooperate and produce all responsive documents.  The Committee then issued
six targeted subpoenas to the White House, focused on records relating to the Riady
family, John Huang, Charlie Trie, Pauline Kanchanalak, Mark Middleton and Webster
Hubbell.28

Despite the Committee’s best efforts to work with the White House in prioritizing
and streamlining requests, by the beginning of May 1997, the White House had not
supplied the Committee with all relevant documents, had not informed the Committee
which documents were being withheld, and had not provided the Committee with any
production or privilege logs.  Moreover, many of the documents that were produced to
the Committee were redacted so heavily that they were unintelligible.

                                               
24 Letter to Chairman Dan Burton from Charles F.C. Ruff, Counsel to the President, April 21, 1997.
25 Letter to Chairman Dan Burton from Charles F.C. Ruff, Counsel to the President, April 25, 1997
(Exhibit 8).
26  Letter to Charles F.C. Ruff, Counsel to the President from Chairman Dan Burton, April 27, 1997.
27  Letter to Lanny A. Breuer, Special Counsel to the President from Chief Counsel Government Reform
and Oversight, April 18, 1997 (Exhibit 9).
28 Subpoenas to Executive Office of the President from Committee on Government Reform and Oversight,
April 23, 1997 (For records relating to the Riady family/Lippo Group and John Huang); Subpoenas to
Executive Office of the President from Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, April 24, 1997
(for records relating to Charlie Trie and Pauline Kanchanalak); Subpoenas to Executive Office of the
President from Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, April 29, 1997 (for records relating to
Mark Middleton and Webster Hubbell).
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B. White House Claims of Executive Privilege and the Committee’s
Threat of Contempt

1. Claims of Executive Privilege over Documents

In a May 9, 1997, letter to White House Counsel Charles Ruff, Chairman Burton
insisted that the White House comply with the Committee’s lawful subpoena, or in the
alternative claim executive privilege over the documents being withheld and provide the
Committee with a privilege log.29  The only valid claim the White House could make for
withholding any documents from the Committee in the face of a lawful subpoena would be
executive privilege.30  Executive privilege is a doctrine which historically has been exerted
“only in the most compelling circumstances, and only after careful review demonstrates
that assertion of the privilege is necessary.”31

In United States v. Nixon,32 the Supreme Court for the first time recognized a
constitutional basis for executive privilege when it held that “the protection of the
confidentiality of Presidential communications has… .constitutional underpinnings.”33

However, the Court unequivocally rejected President Nixon’s claim to an absolute
privilege.  Blanket claims, it held, are unacceptable without further, discrete justification,
and then only when there is a need to protect military, national security, or foreign affairs
secrets.  It is only in such cases where the President’s claim of privilege should receive
deferential treatment in the face of a legitimate claim on materials from another branch of
government.  The Supreme Court set out this test in United States v. Nixon as follows:

However, neither the doctrine of separation of powers, nor the need for
confidentiality of high-level communications, without more, can sustain an
absolute, unqualified Presidential privilege of immunity from judicial process under
all circumstances.  The President’s need for complete candor and objectivity from
advisers calls for great deference from the courts.  However, when the privilege
depends solely on the broad, undifferentiated claim of public interest in the
confidentiality of such conversations, a confrontation with other values arises.
Absent a claim of need to protect military, diplomatic, or sensitive national security
secrets, we find it difficult to accept the argument that even the very important
interest in confidentiality of Presidential communications is significantly diminished

                                               
29  Letter to Charles F.C. Ruff, Counsel to the President from Chairman Dan Burton, May 9, 1997.
30 The Constitution does not grant Congress the explicit authority to investigate, neither does it grant the
President the specific privilege to withhold information.  However, the Supreme Court has held that the
legislature and the executive each hold these respective powers as they are implied in the Constitution for
the essential functioning of both branches.  See, McGrain v. Daugherty, 273 U.S. 135 (1927); United
States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683 (1974).
31 Memorandum for the Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies from President Ronald Reagan,
Procedures Governing Responses to Congressional Requests for Information, November 4, 1982
(hereinafter “Reagan Memorandum”).
32 418 U.S. 683 (1973).
33 418 U.S. at 705-06.
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by production of such material for in camera inspection with all the protection that
a district court will be obliged to provide.

To read the Article II powers of the President as providing an absolute privilege as
against a subpoena essential to enforcement of criminal statutes on no more than a
generalized claim of the public interest in confidentiality of non-military and non-
diplomatic discussions would upset the constitutional balance of ‘a workable
government’ and gravely impair the role of the courts under Article III.34

In the matters before the Committee in this investigation, as well as previous
investigations, there has never been a situation involving the invocation of executive
privilege to protect military, diplomatic, or national security secrets.  To the contrary, the
White House very promptly has turned over all national security information which the
Committee stored in a classified setting and kept confidential.  It has been the non-
classified and the non-national security records that the White House has balked at
providing.  Thus, it is ironic; when it comes to protecting national security, the
Administration takes far less dramatic measures to keep the information confidential than
it does when keeping potentially embarrassing or potentially incriminating information
from the Committee.35  Executive privilege was intended to operate in exactly the opposite
way.

The Reagan Memorandum on executive privilege, which President Clinton’s
counsels have stated they follow, explains that the doctrine should only be invoked to
“preserve the confidentiality of national security secrets, deliberative communications that
form a part of the decision making process, or other information important to the
discharge of the Executive Branch’s constitutional responsibilities.”36  More importantly,
the policy under President Reagan was that no privileges were claimed over any matters
under investigation.   During the Iran-Contra investigations, President Reagan assured the
Congress that he would not claim executive privilege over any matters under investigation,
nor did he.37  In contrast, President Clinton, while telling the American people he would

                                               
34 418 U.S. at 706,707.
35 It should be noted that despite the White House’s decrying of leaks, White House officials have been
notably silent about the stream of leaks from its own Justice Department of classified information over the
past year and half in matters involving the “China Plan” and other national security matters connected
with the campaign finance investigation.  See, Bob Woodward and Brian Duffy, “Chinese Embassy Role
in Contributions Probed,” The Washington Post, February 13, 1997, p. A1; Bob Woodward, “Top Chinese
Linked to Plan to Buy Favor,” The Washington Post, April 25, 1997, p. A1; Jeff Gerth, David Johnston
and Don Van Natta, “Democrat Fund-Raiser Said to Detail China Tie,” The New York Times, May 15,
1998; Roberto Suro, “Chung Alleges DNC Sought Illegal Funds:  Justice Dept. Probe Enters New Phase,”
The Washington Post, June 20, 1998.
36 Reagan Memorandum.
37 During Iran-Contra, President Reagan fully cooperated with Congress and turned over 300,000 White
House, State Department, Defense Department, Justice Department and Central Intelligence Agency
documents.  Congress deposed numerous executive branch officials, including Attorney General Edwin
Meese, and executive branch officials testifying before Congress.  President Reagan even turned over his
personal diaries without asserting executive privilege.  Senate Select Comm. on Secret Military Assistance
to Iran and the Nicaraguan Opposition, S. Rept. No. 100-216, 100th Cong., 1st Sess. (1987).
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fully cooperate with this and other investigations, has repeatedly invoked frivolous
privilege claims in order to hamper congressional as well as criminal investigations.

In a memorandum to executive departments and agencies, Special Counsel to the
President Lloyd Cutler outlined President Clinton’s policy on executive privilege, “[i]n
circumstances involving communications relating to investigations of personal wrongdoing
by government officials, it is our practice not to assert executive privilege, either in judicial
proceedings or in congressional investigations and hearings.” 38  Despite President
Clinton’s stated policy, in May 1997, his Counsel refused to provide responsive
documents which were “subject to executive privilege.”39  The Counsel’s Office letter was
effectively a claim of executive privilege.

The Committee considered whether to hold the White House in contempt for not
responding to the subpoena, but first requested that Mr. Ruff appear before the
Committee on May 15, 1997 to explain the White House’s position.40  It took this threat
of contempt of Congress for the White House to begin to comply with the Committee’s
subpoenas.  It was disappointing that it was not until this point that Mr. Ruff said his
attention was “focused” on the issue of turning over the documents.  In other words, the
Committee had to threaten to hold the President’s Counsel in contempt before the
President would comply both with the law and his own stated policy.

Chairman Burton met with Mr. Ruff on May 16, 1997 to discuss White House
document production.  At that time, Mr. Ruff agreed to produce a volume of outstanding
documents as well as a “privilege log” regarding any documents which were to be
withheld from Congress under a claim of privilege.  A production of the withheld
documents followed this agreement.  Some of the withheld documents included records
such as a number of memos between and among members of the White House Counsel’s
office.  The memos related to statements made by Deputy Counsel Bruce Lindsey
regarding the President’s meetings with James Riady and John Huang.41  These memos
demonstrated there had been a dispute between White House Special Counsel Jane
Sherburne and White House Deputy Counsel Bruce Lindsey in characterizing  the
President’s contacts with James Riady and John Huang.

Ms. Sherburne wrote that in October 1996,  she learned from DNC General
Counsel Joe Sandler that Huang had refused to tell him “about one of the subjects that had
been discussed in his September 1995 meeting with the President, Bruce and Riady.  I
asked Bruce if he had any idea what Huang was withholding and Bruce told me that they

                                               
38 Memorandum for All Executive Department and Agency General Counsels from Lloyd N. Cutler,
Special Counsel to the President, Congressional Requests to Departments and Agencies for Documents
Protected by Executive Privilege, September 28, 1994.
39  Letter to the Chief Counsel Government Reform and Oversight from Lanny A. Breuer, Special Counsel
to the President, May 14, 1997.
40 Id.
41 White House Documents, EOP 008737-41, EOP 004943-47, EOP 007378-82, EOP 004948-50, EOP
00406163, EOP 004956, EOP 008732-36,  EOP 004047-48, EOP 037008-17.
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had discussed Huang moving from his post in the Commerce Department to a fundraising
position at the DNC.”42  Sherburne’s memo demonstrated she was concerned that Lindsey
refused to be more forthcoming about the Riady/Huang meetings.43  On Lindsey’s copy of
Sherburne’s memo Lindsey wrote to then White House Counsel Jack Quinn:  “Jack, This
is mostly crap” and signed his name.44

These memos provided information indicating that Huang did not want to talk
about the meetings with the President.  This was information that was certainly relevant to
the Committee’s inquiry.   The fact that the White House Special Counsel was concerned
about public representations made by Bruce Lindsey also was relevant to the inquiry.
These memos were in no way “privileged” and the fact that the White House Counsel’s
office withheld them for close to five months from investigators was not in keeping with
the commitment for full cooperation.  This was typical of the type of battle the Committee
had to regularly engage in with the White House in order to obtain relevant subpoenaed
records.

It took another month of extensive negotiations to obtain access to the documents
on the privilege log provided to the Committee in June 1997.  Ultimately it took the
Committee over five months after the first requests to obtain the basic White House
records.45  These delays in producing documents that the White House had gathered
months before are inexcusable.  Although the White House’s actions impeded the House
investigation, it had an even more dramatic impact on the Senate investigation, which had
a strict time deadline.

2. Claim of Executive Privilege over Testimony

Claiming privilege in depositions was another method of White House
stonewalling which unduly delayed proceedings.  In September 1997, the Committee
deposed Deputy White House Counsel Bruce Lindsey.46  During the deposition Lindsey
testified that he spoke with the President about a conversation between James Riady and
the President.  When asked a follow up question about his conversation with the
President, Lindsey declined to answer on the ground that his answer would implicate
executive privilege concerns.  Indeed, Lindsey called White House Counsel Charles Ruff
on his cell phone in the deposition and reported on their conversation in the deposition
record:  “And Mr. Ruff informs me – he says that these sorts of conversations give rise to
serious executive privilege concerns; that at this time I should not respond, and that he
will be happy to discuss it with you after the deposition.47

                                               
42 White House Documents, EOP 008732-36 at 008734.
43 Id.
44 White House Document Production, EOP 008737-41.
45  Letter from Charles F.C. Ruff, Counsel to the President to Chairman Dan Burton, May 20, 1997.
46 Deposition of Bruce R. Lindsey, Government Reform and Oversight Committee, September 8, 1997
(hereinafter “Lindsey Deposition”).
47 Id. at 54.
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The Committee subsequently wrote to White House Counsel Charles Ruff
regarding Lindsey’s claim of privilege.48  The Committee pointed out that the question
posed to Lindsey involved his discussion with the President about a personal conversation
with James Riady.  Executive privilege is designed to protect executive branch decision
making, not to be used as a shield for personal matters having nothing to do with affairs of
state or presidential decision-making.  This conversation did not go to any core duties of
the President or to national security or other sensitive matters.  The White House
responded to the Committee, noting that although Lindsey refused to answer, his refusal
was based only on the fact that the response may be subject to privilege.49  Essentially, the
White House made a distinction without a difference, as Lindsey refused to answer the
question.  After numerous letters and discussions with the White House about Mr.
Lindsey’s presumptive claim of privilege, Committee attorneys informed the Counsel’s
office of the Committee’s intent to call Mr. Lindsey back for a deposition to answer these
and other outstanding questions.  It was made clear at the time that the Committee was
prepared to proceed with contempt proceedings again if necessary.  On April 29, 1998
Lindsey continued his deposition.50

It should be noted that at the same time the Committee was having such difficulty
in obtaining Mr. Lindsey’s testimony on this matter because of his frivolous privilege
claims, Mr. Lindsey was asserting the same type of privilege claims in federal court before
the Whitewater grand jury.51

3. The History of the Clinton Administration’s Abuse of
Privileges

On many occasions over the past several years, the President has inappropriately
invoked executive privilege in what many scholars and commentators have noted is a
calculated attempt to delay ongoing criminal and congressional investigations.  That this is
done using government resources is deeply troubling.  The President’s history of using the
White House Counsel to delay includes investigations of the House of Representatives,
Senate and various independent counsels.

For example, in November 1995, the White House invoked executive privilege in
response to the Senate Whitewater Committee’s subpoena.52  The privilege claim was
over responsive notes taken by former Associate White House Counsel William

                                               
48 Letter to Charles F.C. Ruff, White House Counsel from Chairman Dan Burton, February 25, 1998.
49 Letter to Chairman Dan Burton from Charles F.C. Ruff, White House Counsel, February 26, 1998.
50 Deposition of Bruce Lindsey, Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, April 29, 1998.
51 Communication from the Office of the Independent Counsel, Kenneth W. Starr transmitting Appendices
to the Referral to the United States House of Representatives pursuant to Title 28, United States Code,
Section 595c submitted by the Office of the Independent Counsel, September 9, 1998, House Document
105-311, 105th Cong., 2d Sess., 184-200 (1998).
52 Final Report of the Special Committee to Investigate Whitewater Development Corporation and Related
Matters, S. Doc. No. 280, 104 th Cong., 2d Sess. 237-238 (1996).
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Kennedy.53  Ultimately, after the Senate adopted a resolution directing the Senate Legal
Counsel to initiate a civil action for an order to produce the documents, the White House
acquiesced and produced the notes.54  The Senate Committee reported that the notes
contained evidence that the White House inappropriately gathered information from
various agencies investigating Whitewater, and passed such information to private lawyers
for the President and First Lady.55

The Committee had a similar experience with the White House during the Travel
Office investigation.  The White House claimed privilege over more than three thousand
pages of documents and refused to produce the documents to the Committee.56  After
negotiations with the White House failed, the Committee voted on May 9, 1996 to hold
then-Counsel to the President Jack Quinn in contempt of its subpoena.57  On May 30,
1996, the morning of a scheduled House floor contempt vote, the documents were turned
over to the Committee.58  Within the documents the White House had claimed executive
privilege over were notes White House attorneys had taken of debriefing sessions with
witnesses’ attorneys.59  Perhaps most shocking was a request for former Travel Office
Director Billy Dale’s FBI background investigation, months after he was fired from the
White House.60  This document led to the eventual discovery that hundreds of Reagan and
Bush appointees’ background files were obtained by the Clinton White House.  None of
these documents were even arguably privileged.

In addition, the President’s frivolous legal claims have delayed civil and criminal
investigations.  Over the past year, the Clinton Administration has litigated, and lost, the
following four significant immunity/privilege cases:  Clinton v. Jones,61 which held there
was no temporary presidential immunity from civil suit for unofficial acts; In re Grand
Jury Subpoena Duces Tecum,62 in which claims of attorney-client and work product
privilege asserted by the White House were denied; In re Sealed Case,63 in which
executive privilege claims of the White House were ultimately overcome by Independent
Smaltz’s sufficient demonstration of need for the records in question; and, In re Sealed
Case,64 in which White House claims of attorney-client and work produce privilege were
denied.

                                               
53 Id.
54 Id.
55 Id.
56 House Comm. on Gov’t Reform and Oversight, Investigation of the White House Travel Office Firings
and Related Matters, H.R. Rep. No. 461, 104 th Cong., 2d Sess., 8 (1996).
57 Id.
58 Id.
59 Id.
60 Id.
61 117 S. Ct. 1636 (1997).
62 112 F.3d 910 (8th Cir. 1997), cert. denied 117 S. Ct. 2487 (1997).
63 116 F.3d 550, reissued in unredacted form, 121 F.3d 729 (D.C. Cir. 1997).
64 124 F.3d 230 (D.C. Cir. 1997).
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The President’s frivolous privilege claims have served him personally in delaying
investigations and dragging out the process.  However, they have not served the
Presidency, which has ultimately been weakened by case after case being decided against
the Executive Branch.  During the Committee’s investigation of the White House Travel
Office matter, senior Justice Department official Michael Shaheen testified before the
committee that in his 20 year Justice Department career in the Office of Professional
Responsibility, “the lack of cooperation and candor” from the Clinton White House was
the worst he had experienced.  Nothing the Committee experienced in the 105th Congress
has changed that perception. While President Clinton has sought short term personal gain,
in the long term it is the presidency that has been most harmed by his frivolous privilege
claims.  This legacy will long outlast any personal matters related to Bill Clinton.

C. Records Highly Relevant to the Campaign Finance Investigation
Were Produced Months or Even a Year after White House
Certification.

On June 27, 1996, Counsel to the President Charles Ruff certified that the White
House produced all documents responsive to the Committee’s subpoenas, except those
listed on the White House privilege log.65  After Mr. Ruff’s certification to the Committee,
the White House made 36 productions of documents of over 17,700 pages responsive to
the Committee’s original subpoenas.  The White House produced responsive documents
as late as July 28, 1998, over a year from the date of the Committee’s original subpoenas.

1. Documents Relevant to the Preliminary Investigation of Vice
President Gore

The July 1998, document production included memoranda relating to fundraising
telephone calls made by Vice President Gore from his White House office.66  The
fundraising calls were under investigation by the Department of Justice in late 1997.  On
these belatedly discovered documents were handwritten notations of Gore Deputy Chief
of Staff David Strauss.

The notes indicate that there may have been discussions with the President and
Vice-President about making phone calls for “hard money” as well as “soft money” for the
DNC.  The discussions occurred during a meeting, attended by both President Clinton and
Vice President Gore, about raising money for the DNC through phone calls by the
President and Vice President.67  Although there were questions raised regarding the
legality of the calls, in December 1997, Attorney General Reno decided that there were no
further grounds for investigation of Vice President Gore’s fundraising calls under the

                                               
65  Letter to Chairman Dan Burton from Charles F.C. Ruff, Counsel to the President, June 27, 1997
(Exhibit 10).
66 White House Document Production, July 28, 1998, EOP 070968-070973.
67 Id.
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Independent Counsel Act.68  However, at the time neither the Justice Department nor the
Committee had knowledge of the White House documents, ultimately produced in July
1998, which would have been directly relevant to the initial inquiry.69  In fact, since
obtaining the notes, the Justice Department has initiated another preliminary inquiry into
the Vice President’s phone calls.70  This second preliminary inquiry is to determine
whether Vice President Gore lied to investigators when he was initially interviewed about
his telephone solicitations to donors from the White House and said he had no knowledge
of the phone call solicitations being for hard money.

2. White House Communications Agency Videotapes

An additional example of White House delays is the production of the White
House videotapes on October 5, 1997.  The Committee’s March 4, 1997 subpoena clearly
includes videotapes in its definition of records.71  However, the White House claimed that
the Counsel’s Office had no knowledge of the video taping performed by the White House
Communications Agency (“WHCA”).72  The assertion is not credible as WHCA filmed the
President daily, while he was constantly accompanied by White House senior staff.  In
fact, Deputy Counsel to the President Cheryl Mills, along with her family, was taped by
WHCA during a Saturday morning radio address.73

The White House Counsel’s Office was specifically asked about video taping at the
White House in early August 1997, yet failed to actively address the issue until late

                                               
68 David Johnston, Reno Rejects a Prosecutor on Clinton and Gore Calls; Bitter, G.O.P. Vows to Fight,
N.Y. Times, Dec. 3, 1997, at A1.
69 The notes show that during the meeting there was a discussion of raising money for the DNC’s media
fund.  Next to the budget for media is the handwritten notation “65% soft / 35% hard” showing the
breakdown of what type of money would be used.  There is also a notation with the definition of soft
money as “corporate or anything over $20K from an individual.”  At issue in the original investigation
was whether Gore knew that both hard and soft money would be used in the media fund.  Gore told
investigators that he believed only soft money would be used.  One of Attorney General Reno’s
explanations for not pursuing an Independent Counsel in December 1997 was Gore’s explanation that he
believed he was only raising soft money.  The newly produced memoranda cast doubt upon his statements.
(Exhibit 11).
70 David Johnston, Reno Is Extending Inquiry into Gore and Fundraising, N.Y. Times, August 27, 1998,
at A1.
71 Paragraph one of the Committee’s subpoena to the White House states:  For the purpose of this
subpoena, the word “record” or “records” shall include, but shall not be limited to, any and all originals
and identical copies of any item whether written, typed, printed, recorded, transcribed, punched, taped,
filmed, graphically portrayed, video or audio taped , however produced or reproduced, and included, but
is not limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording,
produced or stored in any fashion. . . .   (Exhibit 6).
72  White House Compliance with Committee Subpoenas:  Hearings Before the House Comm. on
Government Reform and Oversight, 105th Cong., 1st Sess., 87-93, 487 (1997).  See also, Letter to
Chairman Dan Burton and Ranking Minority Member Henry Waxman from Charles F.C. Ruff, Counsel
to the President, October 6, 1997.
73 WHCA Videotape of Saturday Morning Radio Address, March 11, 1995.
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September after numerous particularized requests from Senate investigators.74  The White
House search for the videotapes occurred at the same time Attorney General Janet Reno
was making her decision about the need for an independent counsel to investigate White
House fundraising practices, including the White House coffees.

Charles Ruff, Counsel to the President, testified that he was aware that Attorney
General Reno was scheduled to make a decision on an independent counsel on Friday
October 3, 1997, and he was told about the existence of the coffee videotapes early in the
day of October 2, 1997, shortly before he met with Attorney General Reno.75  Despite Mr.
Ruff’s knowledge of Attorney General Reno’s pending decision and his knowledge of the
White House coffee videotapes which would be pertinent to her decision, Mr. Ruff failed
to tell Miss Reno of the existence of the tapes during their meeting.76  When the existence
of the videotapes was made public, the Justice Department called a number of members of
the White House Counsel’s office before the grand jury to explain why these records were
withheld.

The tapes are highly relevant to the investigation because they allow one to witness
the President interacting with many of the individuals central to the campaign finance
investigation, including many individuals who have either invoked their Fifth Amendment
right against self incrimination or have left the country.77  For those who have refused to
cooperate, the videos are the only first-hand information the Committee has on these
individuals.

For instance although the Committee was unable to speak with Arief Wiriadinata,
an Indonesian landscaper, who along with his wife contributed $450,000 to the DNC, he is
seen greeting the President during a White House coffee.  As Wiriadinata shakes the
President’s hand, he says, “James Riady sent me.”78  President Clinton answers, “yes, I’m
glad to see you.”79  Even after his statements, no one at the White House or DNC
questioned the unusually large contributions.  At this time, James Riady was living abroad
and he was not eligible to contribute to any federal or state campaigns.

In another video, President Clinton meets with Mark Middleton and Mark Jimenez
privately prior to a February 6, 1996, DNC fundraising coffee at the White House.80  They

                                               
74 Deposition of Michael X. Imbroscio, Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, October 16,
1997, 96-97, 149-156.
75 White House Compliance with Committee Subpoenas:  Hearings Before the House Comm. on
Government Reform and Oversight, 105th Cong., 1st Sess., 159 (1997) (testimony of Charles F.C. Ruff).
76 Id.
77 Those individuals attending the coffees and other taped DNC events include:  John Huang, James
Riady, Charlie Trie and Wang Jun (a Chinese businessman and arms dealer), Ng Lap Seng (a.ka. Mr.
Wu), Mark Middleton, Johnny Chung and six Chinese businessmen, Pauline Kanchanalak, Ted Sioeng,
Arief Wiriadinata, Mark Jimenez, and Roger Tamraz.
78 WHCA Video of White House/DNC Fundraising Coffee, December 15, 1995.
79 Id.
80 Also attending the February 6, 1996 DNC fundraising coffee at the White House was Charlie Trie.  Trie
brought Wang Jun, head of the Chinese company CITIC, to the White House coffee with the President.  A
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have a brief conversation about Jimenez’s contributions to the Clinton Birthplace
Foundation before entering the coffee.  Both Middleton and Jimenez have invoked their
Fifth Amendment right against self-incrimination in the face of a Committee subpoena, and
Jimenez was recently indicted by the Department of Justice on campaign finance related
matters.81  Middleton and Jimenez arranged for Carlos Mersan, an advisor of Paraguayan
President Wasmosy, to attend the same coffee.82  Mr. Jimenez’s wife wrote a $50,000
check to the DNC two days before the coffee. 83  At the time, the Paraguayan President
himself was unable to obtain a meeting with President Clinton.  In addition, the United
States had just de-certified Paraguay because of their record in fighting the narcotics war;
de-certification would disqualify the country from certain aid as well.  Shortly after the
coffee, President Clinton issued a discretionary national interest waiver to Paraguay.

Along with the tapes of the coffees, the Committee requested videos of other
fundraising events taped by the White House Communications Agency which were
responsive to the Committee’s subpoena.  One such video shows the President and
Commerce Secretary Ron Brown greeting Charlie Trie, Ng Lap Seng (a.k.a. Mr. Wu),
Richard Mays, and Ernie Green.84  The President greets Trie and states, “Hey Charlie,
how are you doing?”85  The President eventually gets to Ng Lap Seng, who, Ernie Green
explains, hosted a small reception for Ron Brown in Hong Kong.  Commerce Secretary
Brown appears for a picture with the group and referring to Mr. Wu, tells the President,
“big business, helps us everywhere.”  Brown continues, “This is part of the Trie Team,” as
Charlie Trie, Ng Lap Seng, several Asian businessmen, Ernie Green and Richard Mays,
among others, line up to have their picture taken with Commerce Secretary Brown and
President Clinton.86  From the setting and circumstances, one can infer that Brown was
referring to Trie’s fundraising prowess.  The tape also shows the intimate relationship Trie
had with high-level administration officials.  The tape on this event was particularly
important because the official records for this event do not show these individuals as
attending the event.  The videotape tells a different story than the paper record.

                                                                                                                                           
CITIC subsidiary, Poly Technologies, is the Chinese company responsible for  illegally smuggling
thousands of Chinese AK-47 machine guns into California.  WHCA Video of White House/DNC
Fundraising Coffee, February 6, 1996.
81 Letter to Chairman Dan Burton from Robert D. Luskin, Attorney for Mark Middleton, February 27,
1997; Letter to Richard D. Bennett, Chief Counsel Committee on Government Reform and Oversight
from Abbe D. Lowell, Attorney for Mark Jimenez, October 3, 1997.
82 White House Document Production [Committee Bates Numbered] 004409-10 (Exhibit 12).
Democratic National Committee Document Production DNC3793399 (Feb. 5, 1996 DNC request for
security information noting that Mersan is a guest of Mark Jimenez); CommerceCorp International
Document Production CC-H-000573 (Memorandum to Yusuf Khapra at the White House from Sandy
McClure for Mark Middleton requesting White House access for Mark Jimenez and Carlos Mersan).
83 Although the check was signed by Carol Jimenez, it was credited to Mark Jimenez with the FEC.
Democratic National Committee Document Production, DNC 3064956.
84 White House Communications Agency Video, African-American Luncheon Event at the Carbarn in
Georgetown, November 5, 1995.
85 Id.
86 Id.
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Although these three videos represent only a small sampling of those the
Committee has reviewed, they demonstrate the type of information which can be gleaned
from them.  Although many of the individuals central to the Committee’s investigation
refuse to cooperate, the videotapes provide insight into the interaction between individuals
and the familiarity some witnesses have with high level government officials.

D. Historical Perspective

Although all Congressional Committees involved in investigating the Clinton White
House have complained about delays, specious claims of privileges, and general
stonewalling tactics, the Committee hoped that the White House would be more
cooperative under the new White House Counsel’s Office headed by Charles Ruff.87

Unfortunately, despite the promises, the level of cooperation was no different under the
new leadership of Mr. Ruff.

The Committee reviewed reports from investigations of prior administrations to
determine whether the White House’s conduct was consistent with that of Republican
administrations.  The Iran-Contra report stated:

Once our investigation commenced, the White House rose above partisan
considerations in cooperating with our far-reaching requests and in
ensuring the cooperation of other agencies and departments of the
Executive Branch… . Consequently, in compliance with our requests, over
250,000 documents were produced by the White House alone. . . .88

During the Iran-Contra investigation, the Reagan White House produced a total of
250,000 documents in approximately six months and claimed no privileges, although many
of the documents involved matters of national security.89  Likewise, during the October
Surprise investigation, all Bush administration executive agencies cooperated fully, and
President Bush did not claim any privileges.90  In contrast, the Clinton White House took
over six months to produce less than 60,000 pages of heavily redacted documents related
to fundraising, some of which the President claimed were privileged.  The White House

                                               
87  Senate Special Comm. to Investigate Whitewater Development Corp. and Related Matters, S. Rept. No.
280, 104th Cong., 2d Sess., 11-17 (1996); House Comm. on Gov’t Reform and Oversight, Investigation of
the White House Travel Office Firings and Related Matters, H.R. Rep. No. 461, 104th Cong., 2d Sess., 3
(1996); House Comm. on Gov’t Reform and Oversight, Investigation into the White House and
Department of Justice on Security of FBI Background Investigation Files, H.R. Rep. No. 469, 104th Cong.,
2d Sess., 4 (1996).
88 Senate Select Comm. on Secret Military Assistance to Iran and the Nicaraguan Opposition, S. Rept. No.
216, 100th Cong., 1st Sess., 637 (1987).
89 Id.
90 The Joint Task Force did not request many record directly from the White House.  The majority of the
information  came from the National Security Agency, Department of Defense, Department of Justice,
Federal Bureau of Investigation, and other departments and agencies.  In addition, many records came
from private individuals.    Task Force to Investigate Certain Allegations Concerning the Holding of
American Hostages by Iran in 1980, H.R. Rept. No. 1102, 102d Cong., 2d Sess., 15-18 (1993)
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produced responsive documents over a year and a half into the investigation, and noted in
a letter that it continues to search for relevant documents.91

During the Iran-Contra investigation, senior White House, Justice Department and
National Security officials testified at length without claiming privileges.  Even Attorney
General Edwin Meese testified about actions taken at the Justice Department regarding
Iran-Contra.  This cooperation was ongoing even while the White House and Reagan
Justice Department had to respond to a massive independent counsel investigation of Iran-
Contra matters.

III. THE DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL COMMITTEE

          The DNC’s refusal to produce relevant information in a timely manner acted as an
additional restraint on the Committee’s efforts.  The Democratic National Committee
blamed painfully slow document production on more urgent obligations to other
investigations and grand jury subpoenas.92  When productions finally arrived the
Committee staff was often met with the challenge of decoding illegible documents
resulting from the poor quality of photocopying.

In addition, production logs for many documents were never provided to the
Committee despite repeated requests.  This has made it impossible to ascertain the origin
of many key documents.  Documents with consecutive Bates numbers were produced
weeks apart and were separated by thousands of pages.  The DNC offered no reasonable
explanation and left the Committee to simply wonder how and why this occurred.  The
DNC continued to extend promises of cooperation but time and time again the Committee
encountered delay after delay.  Over a year and a half after receiving the Committee’s
March 4, 1997, subpoena (preceded by a January 15, 1997 document request), the DNC
continues to produce documents with no clear final production date in sight.  As late as
September 28, 1998, the Committee received a production of four boxes from the DNC.

A. DNC’s Inability to Meet Deadlines

          The Committee first requested documents from the DNC in January, 1997.93  From
the beginning the DNC chose to ignore the Committee’s requests and indicated that
compliance with the Committee’s due dates would be impossible.94  After no signs of

                                               
91 Letter to Barbara Comstock, Chief Investigative Counsel, from Lanny A. Breuer, Special Counsel to the
President, July 28, 1998.
92 Letter to Chairman Dan Burton, House Government Reform and Oversight Committee, from Judah
Best, Counsel to the DNC, November 17, 1997.
93 Letter Request to Senator Christopher J. Dodd and Mr. Donald Fowler, from Chairman Dan Burton,
House Government Reform and Oversight Committee, January 15, 1997 (requesting documents relating to
the Asian Pacific American Working Group and the Asian Pacific American Leadership Council.)
94 Letter to Tim Griffin, Senior Investigative Counsel, from Joseph Sandler, Counsel to the DNC, January
22, 1997.
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cooperation were forthcoming, the Committee was forced to issue a subpoena for DNC
documents on March 4, 1997, with a due date of March 24, 1997.95

          By April 22, 1997, the DNC had produced little more than nine boxes of
documents.  The DNC’s rate of production was surprising, as it was on notice since before
the November 1996 elections that Congress would be investigating the fundraising issues
involved in the 1996 federal elections.  Nevertheless, partial productions followed,
accompanied by constant excuses that resources and staff were needed elsewhere,
implying that the Committee’s inquiry was labeled a low priority.   The Committee was
not provided with an indication of when the DNC intended to comply with the subpoena.
Over the course of the following six months the DNC provided 127 boxes, which
represented a small percentage of the overall production requested by the Committee.96

This left the Committee with no real sense that anyone was taking responsibility for
complying with the Committee’s request.

          On September 8, 1997, the Committee sent interrogatories to the DNC regarding
the return of certain contributions.97  Even though the Committee was entitled to accurate
answers to these questions, DNC counsel suggested the information “may largely if not
entirely” be found among documents already in the Committee’s possession.98  This
response was unacceptable and unrealistic because the Committee was not provided with
production logs; therefore, it would be difficult and extraordinarily time consuming for
staff to locate these relevant documents.  It was November 1997 before the DNC
addressed this issue and agreed to respond to the Committee’s interrogatories by
November 21, 1997.99  To date, the DNC continues to tell the Committee that it cannot
estimate when its document production will be completed.

         The DNC displayed a propensity to produce significant information just prior to
depositions or just after a deposition had been completed.  The most glaring example, also
reported by the press, was the late “discovery” of significant material from the filing
cabinet of DNC Finance Director, Richard Sullivan.100  The DNC originally claimed that
boxes of documents found sitting in a filing cabinet in Richard Sullivan’s office were
generic Finance Division documents that no one had bothered to search.101  However,
these documents proved to be some of the most significant produced, containing

                                               
95 Subpoena to Democratic National Committee from Government Reform and Oversight, U.S. House of
Representatives, March 4, 1997 (Exhibit 13).
96 Letter to Judah Best, Counsel to the DNC from Chairman Dan Burton, House Government Reform and
Oversight Committee, July 16, 1997 (expressing concern over the slow rate of production exhibited by the
DNC).
97 Letter to Judah Best, Counsel to the DNC, from Chairman Dan Burton, September 8, 1997.
98 Letter to Chairman Dan Burton from Judah Best, Counsel for the DNC, September 15, 1997.
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100 Bob Woodward, “Senate Probes DNC Files Delay,” The Washington Post, Aug. 8, 1997, p. A01.
101 On Friday, August 1, 1997, a DNC attorney called the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs and
informed it that a number of the boxes were actually from Richard Sullivan’s files.   Mr. Sullivan was
deposed in May and again in June, and had been the Senate Committee’s first witness in public hearings
on July 9-10.
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Sullivan’s handwritten notes, files on Democratic contributors Roger Tamraz and Johnny
Chung, and fundraising call sheets prepared for Hillary Rodham Clinton.

          Shortly after the DNC produced these documents, the Committee deposed Sullivan.
At the time, DNC Chairman Roy Romer stated that the failure to discover the documents
earlier was the result of “pure, innocent oversight.”102  However, Richard Sullivan himself
said he told Joseph Birkenstock, a lawyer for the DNC’s Office of General Counsel, about
the documents on the day of his departure from the DNC, “I pointed out to him the boxes
in which I assembled the documents from my office with the exception of the file cabinet
and I pointed out the file cabinet to him.”103  The Committee must conclude there was an
obvious lack of due diligence in the DNC’s search.

           The Committee was in a similar situation when it deposed David Mercer, the
Deputy Director of the Finance Division on August 21, 1997.104   The day before his
deposition, the DNC produced a box of documents relevant to the questioning of Mercer.
The Committee had no alternative but to suffer the inconvenience of bringing Mercer back
for additional questioning.  To add insult to injury, at the conclusion of the deposition, the
DNC provided the Committee with three more boxes of relevant documents.  Three days
later, four more boxes of relevant documents arrived.  On September 5, 1997, the DNC
gave the Committee another eight boxes of information, including documents that came
from Mercer’s own files.  The arrival of documents on a serial basis made it impossible to
conduct a thorough deposition of Mercer. This pattern of production continued
throughout the investigation, and not only made the deposition process more difficult and
time consuming, but also brought into question whether the witnesses’ testimony was
thorough and reliable.

B. Refusal to Provide Production Logs

          During the investigation, there were ongoing discussions over whether the DNC
would provide production logs to the Committee.  Such a log, indicating the origin of the
documents produced, would provide some semblance of order to the DNC’s randomly
assembled documents.  In addition, a production log is of particular importance when
preparing for depositions.  Without a log, it is impossible to know from whose files a
document, such as a calendar or phone log, came.  For example, a memo in one person’s
possession could be innocuous but in the hands of another it might raise questions.

The DNC continuously refused to provide the Committee with a complete
production log for all documents, claiming that it could not afford to divert personnel to
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accomplish the task.105  The Committee found the DNC’s argument of lack of personnel to
be disingenuous after detailed handwritten production logs were mistakenly left in a
document production to the Committee.106  The logs included the document identification
number, the box number in which the document was located, and a detailed description of
the document.107  Although the DNC had the time to create logs for itself, if its argument
are to be believed, the DNC could not afford the staff time to photocopy the logs for the
Committee.

          Ultimately, the DNC produced an interim log of the contents of the first 66
boxes.108  However, in one exchange, the Committee was informed that the DNC had no
plan for providing any form of production log for material contained in boxes produced
subsequent to box 66.109  The DNC tried to impose an agreement on the Committee that
was made by the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs.110  Although the Senate
agreed to forgo production logs, it was under the imposition of a deadline and needed
documents on an expedited basis.  The Government Reform and Oversight Committee,
however, had no such hindrance and would have benefited greatly from the DNC’s
cooperation.

C. Adoption of Document Protocol

          The Committee formally adopted its Document Protocol on April 10, 1997.111

The DNC criticized the Protocol claiming it did not provide adequate protection for
sensitive documents. Such criticism ignored the provision allowing for the public release
of documents only after the Chairman consulted with an Advisory Committee.  Prior to
the adoption of the protocol, the DNC had produced just over nine boxes of documents
and refused to produce certain documents deemed confidential.  These documents were
under subpoena, and the DNC was legally obligated to produce them.  Even though the
DNC had no basis for withholding, it allowed the Committee an opportunity to review
these “confidential” documents only in the office of the DNC’s counsel.112    At this time,
there were about 30 boxes of “sensitive” documents that the Committee had not received.
It was impossible for staff only to have limited access to these documents and yet be able
to compare them to other documents and conduct an effective investigation.  The
                                               
105 Letter to Chairman Dan Burton, Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, from Judah Best,
Counsel to DNC, November 17, 1997.
106 The DNC mistakenly left approximately 300 pages of production logs in the boxes of documents.  A
representative sample is produced as an exhibit.  DNC Document Production Log, August 29, 1997
(Exhibit 14) [Democratic National Committee Production Logs].
107 Id.
108 Letter to Barbara Comstock, Chief Investigative Counsel, from Judah Best, Counsel to DNC, July 11,
1997.
109 Letter to Paul Palmer, Counsel to the DNC, from James C. Wilson, Senior Investigative Counsel, July
18, 1997.
110 Letter to Barbara Comstock, Chief Investigative Counsel, from Judah Best, Counsel to the DNC, July
11, 1997 (the Senate Committee agreed to accept productions after box 66 without detailed representations
regarding the specific sources of all of those documents).
111 Protocol for Documents, April 10, 1997.  (Exhibit 15).
112 Letter to Committee from Judah Best, Counsel for DNC, April 18, 1997.



23

Committee made every attempt to cooperate but the demands made by the DNC were
outrageous.

          Due to the necessity that the staff review such a large volume of documents, the
Chairman again on May 28, 1997, requested that the DNC comply with the Committee’s
document request.113  Ultimately, the DNC agreed to produce the confidential
documents.114  However, rather than copy the documents in its possession and send them
to the committee all at one time, the DNC insisted on producing them in increments.  The
manner in which the DNC produced documents to this committee is yet another example
of footdragging.

D. Alleged Duplication of Senate Efforts

          During the course of the investigation the Committee requested to depose certain
present and former employees of the DNC.  The DNC raised concerns that this would be
an unnecessary duplication of the Senate’s efforts and suggested that the Committee staff
review prior testimony and limit the inquiry to matters not previously covered.115  In many
cases involving certain DNC witnesses, the Committee did agree to delay depositions.
Although the Committee had no desire to duplicate efforts, in many instances the Senate
depositions were not available.  Even more important, usually the DNC had produced
additional relevant documents relating to an individual after the Senate deposition, which
raised further questions.  In addition, the Committee needed to interview or depose
witnesses who had testified before the Senate because the two investigations had different
scopes.  Unlike the Senate, the Committee was not limited to the 1996 Presidential
Election.116  Therefore, the DNC’s objection based on “duplication” was not valid and
impeded the effective examination of witnesses.

          The various obstruction tactics employed by the DNC hampered the Committee’s
investigation.  The slow response to the Committee’s requests and the pattern of delay
undercut any promises of cooperation made by the DNC.  The failure to produce
documents in a timely manner burdened the taxpayers and inconvenienced the DNC’s own
employees.  Despite the DNC’s resistance, the Committee uncovered a great deal of
information regarding the suspect fundraising practices of the DNC.

IV. FAILURE OF THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION TO PRESS FOR
FOREIGN COOPERATION  AND THE FAILURE OF FOREIGN
GOVERNMENTS TO COOPERATE

                                               
113 Letter to Judah Best, Counsel for DNC, from Chairman Dan Burton, Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight, May 28, 1997.
114 Letter to Chairman Dan Burton, Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, from Judah Best,
May 29, 1997.
115 Letter to Barbara Comstock, Chief Investigative Counsel, from Judah Best, July 3, 1997.
116 House Resolution 167.
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Shortly before the 1996 federal elections, it was revealed that the DNC had
accepted illegal foreign contributions.  As time passed, the scope of the infiltration of
foreign money was soon realized.  Millions of dollars in foreign money were contributed
to the DNC from foreign sources.  When the Committee pursued its investigation, it found
that cooperation stopped at the U.S. borders.  In addition, it was difficult to get
cooperation from U.S. citizens, many of whom invoked their Fifth Amendment right
against self-incrimination, or in the alternative, fled the country.  With many important
witnesses in the U.S. obstructing the investigation, the cooperation of foreign
governments was critical if the identity of the ultimate sources of contributions and the
motivation for making illegal contributions were to be revealed.

The nature of the Committee’s investigation into contributions from foreign
sources necessarily required foreign documents, particularly bank records, as well as the
cooperation of witnesses in foreign countries.  In order to gain cooperation from such
foreign governments, the Committee followed established diplomatic procedures to
request assistance in its investigation.  Generally, all requests relating to foreign
governments would be channeled through the Executive Branch, specifically the
Department of State.

The Committee was quickly disappointed in the level of cooperation from both the
Clinton Administration and the relevant foreign governments.  Although the Clinton
Administration adopted a public stance of cooperation, it did almost nothing to assist the
Committee, or its own Department of Justice’s investigations.  The open refusal of some
foreign governments to cooperate seems to indicate that the belief that there would be no
consequences from the Clinton Administration for non-cooperation.

A. The Clinton Administration

In February 1997 the media reported on a Chinese plan to attempt to infiltrate the
U.S. political system.117  In the face of such allegations, President Clinton called for a
thorough investigation.118  However, it soon became apparent that the Administration
would not adhere to the President’s public pronouncement.

One month later in March 1997, during an official visit to China, Vice President
Gore dismissed the importance of the campaign finance investigation by telling Chinese
Premier Li Peng in a private meeting that, “this in no way would deflect the administration
from pursuing its policy of engagement.”119  In fact, the Vice President did not even warn

                                               
117 Bob Woodward and Brian Duffy, “Chinese Embassy Role in Contributions Probed,” The Washington
Post, February 13, 1997, at A1.
118 Susan Schmidt, “Clinton:  New Allegations Warrant Vigorous Probe; President Says He Was Unaware
of Focus on Chinese,” The Washington Post, February 14, 1997, at A12.
119 John F. Harris, “Funds Probe Won’t Mar U.S. - China Ties, Gore Says; Dispute Surfaces Over Talks
With Beijing Premier,” The Washington Post, March 26, 1997, at A1.
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Li that there would be serious consequences if the allegations were proven true.120

Foreign governments could not be faulted for interpreting Vice President Gore’s words as
a signal that the Administration was not expecting their cooperation.

According to news reports allegations of the Chinese government’s role in illegal
foreign contributions came from electronic eavesdropping by U.S. intelligence agencies.121

The Vice President, though, downplayed the significance of those interceptions when he
told Li that, “unproven allegations are not significant; what are significant are the facts.”122

Although the Committee shares the Vice President’s view, in order to obtain the facts,
foreign governments must assist in acquiring documents sought by the Committee and
make witnesses available for interviews.

President Clinton took Vice President Gore’s statements a step further when it was
publicly revealed that the FBI had evidence that top levels of the Chinese government may
have been involved in the illegal contributions. 123  Although President Clinton stated that
there would be serious consequences in U.S.-China relations if the allegations were true,
he went on to suggest that perhaps China was simply trying to increase its lobbying
presence in Washington.124

B. China Denies Any Involvement in a Plan to Funnel Money into U.S.
Elections

The Chinese government has steadfastly denied any role in the funneling of illegal
contributions to the DNC.  After it was reported that U.S. intelligence agencies acquired
evidence of the Chinese government’s involvement in the scheme, the Chinese State
Information Department said, “[w]e express indignation at the evil actions of those
persons within the U.S. government who continue to spread rumors, disrupting and
sabotaging Sino-U.S. relations.”125  The Chinese government even went so far as to insist
that U.S. officials should not allow such articles to appear in the press.126

While traveling in China this past summer, President Clinton held a joint press
conference with Chinese President Jiang Zemin on June 27, 1998.  During the press

                                               
120 An official spokesman, who was present at the meeting between Li and the Vice President, said the
Vice President never discussed what would happen if the allegations were proven true.  Later, a more
senior official who refused to be identified, said the first official statement was erroneous and that the Vice
President did say that if the allegations were true, “it’s a very serious matter.”  Id.
121 Bob Woodward and Brian Duffy, “Chinese Embassy Role in Contributions Probed,” The Washington
Post, February 13, 1997, at A1.
122 Hilary Stout and Kathy Chen, “Gore Assures China On Bid to Bolster Ties,” The Wall Street Journal,
March 26, 1997, at A3.
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Voice Heard Here Legally,” The Washington Post, April 26, 1997, at A16.
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125 Marc Lacey; Jack Nelson, “Clinton Tries to Quell China Funds Impact,” Los Angeles Times, April 26,
1997, at A1.
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conference Jiang Zemin stated that his government had conducted a thorough
investigation of the allegations of a Chinese plan and found that there was no such plan.127

In response to questions about the Chinese government’s denial, President Clinton stated:

[Jiang Zemin] said they looked into that [the campaign finance
allegations] and that he was obviously certain.  And I do believe
him, that he had not ordered or authorized or approved any
such a thing, and that he could find no evidence that anybody
with governmental authority had done that.128

Although President Clinton may have full faith in the assertions of the Chinese
government, other administration officials are skeptical.  Louis Freeh, Director of the FBI,
when asked if he believed Zemin’s statement that they conducted an earnest investigation,
replied, “I’d like to see his report.”129  Director Freeh also stated that the FBI has not
accepted China’s statement and has continued to investigate foreign links with the
investigation.130

C. The Committee’s Attempts to Investigate Overseas Involvement in
Illegal Foreign Contributions

In order to conduct a proper investigation, the Committee required the assistance
of foreign governments in three areas:  production of documents, availability of witnesses,
and overseas travel.  The Committee attempted to secure the cooperation of foreign
governments, through the Clinton Administration, on all three fronts.

1. China

a. Charlie Trie

The first request by the Committee came after Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie’s June 24,
1997, interview with Tom Brokaw on “NBC Nightly News.”  Earlier in 1997, Trie had
fled the United States after allegations of his illegal fundraising had surfaced in the press.
After the broadcast of the Trie interview, the Committee asked President Clinton to
formally petition the Chinese government to make Trie available to the Committee.131  The
Committee received nothing but a perfunctory response132 to its requests until Trie made a

                                               
127 White House Press Conference, Beijing China, Office of the Press Secretary, June 27, 1998.
128 “We Cam Build a Good Positive Partnership,” The Washington Post, July 4, 1998, at A20.
129 The Need for an Independent Counsel in the Campaign Finance Investigation , H. Rep. No. 105-155,
105th Cong., 2d Sess., 138 (1998).
130 Id.
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July 27, 1997 appearance on a competing nightly news show, again from China.133

According to the broadcast, Trie had been living in a hotel in Beijing for weeks, registered
under his own name.134  Just the week before, Chinese officials stated that they did not
know whether Trie was in China.135

Shortly after the second interview of Trie was broadcast, the State Department
contacted the Committee with a telephone number for a Beijing hotel where Trie was
supposed to be staying.136  The Committee received this information on the same day that
Trie was scheduled to check-out and all attempts to contact Trie at that telephone number
were unsuccessful.  The phone number was absolutely useless to the Committee.
Nevertheless, the administration continued to use it as an example of the great lengths it
went to cooperate with the investigation.

b. Bank Records

Much of the Committee’s investigation is dependent upon securing records of
bank accounts showing wire transfers and the general flow of money to and from
accounts.  In order to show that a contribution was made with foreign money or that it
was a conduit payment, one must show from where the money came.  In the case of
foreign money, the wire transfers normally lead to an overseas account.  The Committee is
therefore unable to trace the source of such funds without the cooperation of the foreign
government.

In December 1997, the Committee attempted to identify the ultimate sources of
identified foreign contributions through subpoenas issued to the New York branch of the
Bank of China.  The subpoena requested the production of records from the Bank of
China branches in Macau and Hong Kong along with those from the New York branch.
Although the New York branch duly complied, the bank refused to supply records from
the Macau and Hong Kong branches on the basis that the production of those documents

                                                                                                                                           
facilitate the return of Mr. Trie to the United States for questioning or, at a minimum,
make him available for a deposition by the Committee and its staff.  We also asked the
Chinese Government to treat this matter as a high priority in which Secretary Albright
is personally interested.

Letter from Barbara Larkin, Assistant Secretary of Legislative Affairs, to Chairman Burton, July 21, 1997.
133 ABC Nightly News (ABC television broadcast, July 27, 1997).
134 Id.
135 Id.
136 Letter from Barbara Larkin, Assistant Secretary of Legislative Affairs, to Chairman Burton, August 8,
1997.  Although the State Department provided the information to the Committee, it is not known how
the State Department learned of Trie’s location.  However, in a later letter to the Committee, the State
Department seems to imply that the Chinese government originally supplied the information to the State
Department.  The letter states, “Chinese Embassy officials recalled, for example, that last summer Beijing
provided information pursuant to your Committee’s request regarding the whereabouts of Yah Lin
“Charlie” Trie.  Letter from Barbara Larkin, Assistant Secretary of Legislative Affairs, to Chairman
Burton, February 13, 1998.
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would violate local laws.137  Likewise, the Bank of China denied records requested by the
Justice Department Task Force.138

c. Visa Requests

In January 1998, the Committee requested visas for four investigators to enter
China and Hong Kong.  The Chinese Embassy in Washington informed the Committee
that it had standing orders from the Chinese Foreign Ministry in Beijing to reject visa
requests from any Congressional entity seeking to visit China that is involved in the
present campaign finance investigation.139

The Committee asked the State Department to intervene and persuade the Chinese
government to reconsider its decision.  The State Department responded that it had urged
the Chinese government to reconsider its decision to deny Committee staff visas, and
mentioned Secretary Albright’s personal interest in the matter. 140  Not surprisingly, the
Chinese government maintained its position on the visas.  The State Department made no
further attempts to assist the Committee or the Justice Department Task Force in
obtaining visas.

In an effort to find alternative methods of meeting with witnesses in China, the
Committee made several suggestions to the Administration.  On March 9, 1998, Chairman
Burton wrote directly to the President, requesting his assistance.141  After receiving no
response, the Committee wrote again on March 31, 1998, suggesting that Committee and
Justice Department investigators accompany the President on his pending trip to China.142

Although the President visited China with an entourage of over 1,000, the Committee and
Justice Department investigators were not invited.

2. Taiwan

As part of its investigation, the Committee found that it had numerous witnesses to
interview in Taiwan.  In January 1998, it approached the representative of Taiwan in the
United States, the Taipei Economic and Cultural Representative’s Office143 (“TECRO”)
about a staff delegation visit to Taiwan.  Although TECRO represented that it would
assist the Committee, it subsequently decided that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in
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Taiwan would not facilitate any meetings in Taiwan.  After extensive discussions with the
Committee, TECRO agreed to assist the Committee conditioned upon certain “ground
rules” that the delegation would follow.144  The Committee agreed to the ground rules and
arrived in Taiwan on March 10, 1998.

A key element of the ground rules was the Committee’s agreement that the
American Institute in Taiwan145 (“AIT”) would coordinate the delegation’s activities
working closely with the Republic of Taiwan’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs (“MOFA”).
Before the delegation’s arrival, the Committee had requested interviews with
approximately 45 individuals living in Taiwan.  Upon the arrival of the delegation, AIT
had scheduled numerous interviews.  However, although MOFA agreed to arrange all
requested meetings with government or political party officials, it had not done so.  The
delegation raised the matter with MOFA officials its first working day.  MOFA claimed
that it had been unable to secure any meetings with its own government officials.  At that
point, the delegation obtained permission for AIT to approach Taiwanese government and
party officials on its behalf.  By March 13th, AIT was able to secure a number of additional
meetings for the staff delegation.

The following morning, Saturday, March 14th, MOFA asserted that there had been
a number of “press leaks” which made it necessary to hold a press conference for what it
termed as “damage control.”  However, MOFA did not notify AIT or the delegation of the
planned press event.  The press conference, which disclosed the names of many potential
interviewees, resulted in an outcry from the opposition party and an uproar in the
legislature.  At that point, the delegation’s mission had been seriously compromised.

Unknown to the Committee, MOFA had written to all prospective interviewees
prior to the delegation’s arrival telling them, among other things, that they were under no
obligation to cooperate with the delegation and identifying a number of others with whom
meetings were sought.  In addition, at MOFA’s request, AIT had provided MOFA with
daily updates on the delegation’s meeting schedule.  Shortly after receiving the updates,
the scheduled interviews would be canceled.  The Committee could only conclude that
MOFA contacted the interviewees to discourage meetings.  Efforts by AIT to reschedule
the meetings were unsuccessful.
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THE DEMOCRATS’ FAILURE TO RETURN
ILLEGAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS

I. THE DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL COMMITTEE’S
CONTRIBUTION REVIEW

On November 26, 1996, the DNC announced that it had retained the law firm of
Debevoise & Plimpton1 to “advise it in connection with questions that had arisen about a
number of contributions to the DNC.”2  Just before the DNC announced its hiring of
Debevoise & Plimpton, the Washington Post reported that “for now, the DNC is relying on
news organizations to all but prove that the donations are not legitimate before it returns
them.”3  In a deposition before the Committee, DNC General Counsel Joseph E. Sandler,
Esq. summarized the factors— particularly heavy press scrutiny— leading to the
contribution review:

Counsel: . . . Can you tell me what led up to this in-depth contribution review
involving Debevoise & Plimpton . . . ?

Sandler: Yes.  There were many, many questions being raised in the press in
October and November of 1996 about contributions that had been
made by the DNC during 1994, 1995, and 1996.  And rather than
try to investigate these one at a time, we determined that it would be
best if we did a systematic review of these— of contributions made
during this period to determine which— you know, if there were, to
the extent there were contributions that we accepted that should
now be refunded.4

Specifically, Debevoise & Plimpton was hired to oversee a review of select contributions,
represent the DNC in conjunction with the Department of Justice’s (“DOJ”) campaign
finance investigation, and assist with an improvement of the DNC’s contribution screening
procedures.5  According to DNC Chairman Fowler, Debevoise & Plimpton’s duties were
to include “preserving and producing relevant documents and preparing timely and
complete responses to inquiries from applicable agencies.”6  Chairman Fowler pledged that:

                                               
1 Serge F. Kovaleski, “Democrats Open Investigation Into Questionable Donations; Specific Queries Won’t
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We at the DNC are absolutely determined to correct any mistakes that have been
made and to ensure that they are not repeated . . . . We will no longer go about this
in a piecemeal fashion but will deal with this comprehensively and methodically.”7

The DNC stated that it would no longer answer questions about individual contributions
until the review was completed.8  At the time the DNC hired Debevoise & Plimpton in
November 1996, it had already returned $1,471,800 in contributions, $1,298,800 of which
was raised by DNC Vice Chairman John Huang.9  In addition, by this time a criminal
investigation of Huang’s fund-raising activities was underway at the Justice Department.

In late November 1996, Debevoise & Plimpton hired the accounting firm Ernst &
Young, L.L.P. to assist in the review of questionable contributions.10  And, additionally, in
early December 1996, Debevoise & Plimpton hired the Investigative Group International
(“IGI”), a private investigative firm, to assist in the contribution review.11

The DNC’s initial contribution review began in late November 1996— after the
Presidential election— and continued through February 1997.12  Contributions falling into
any one of the following seven categories— taken directly from DNC guidelines— were
reviewed:

1. Contributions from any contributor who contributed $10,000 or more in any
of the years 1994, 1995 or 1996.

2. Contributions in 1996 for which 430 S. Capitol Street (address of the
DNC’s headquarters) had been listed as an address.

3. Contributions solicited by Mr. John Huang where the donor contributed a
total of $2,500 or more in the aggregate where the donor was not well
known to the DNC.

4. Contributions made in connection with the April 29, 1996 event at the Hsi
Lai Buddhist Temple in California.
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8 Serge F. Kovaleski, “Democrats Open Investigation Into Questionable Donations; Specific Queries Won’t
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9 Ex. 1 DNC Summary of In-Depth Contribution Review, at 4-5; see “DNC Hires Law Firm for
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DNC Summary of In-Depth Contribution Review, at 1.
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5. Contributions made or solicited by Mr. Charles Trie, his wife or his
company, Daihatsu International.

6. Contributions by Mr. Johnny Chung or his company, Automated
Intelligence Systems.

7. Contributions above $5,000 made in connection with any DNC fundraising
event targeting the Asian Pacific American community.13

Contributions falling into category 1 were reviewed in-house by the DNC using
standard public databases such as Nexis and Lexis to verify “basic information”14 such as
corporate status, address, etc. 15  Category 2 contributions were evidently also reviewed in-
house by the DNC.16  In contrast, contributions falling into categories 3-7 were forwarded
to Debevoise & Plimpton which reviewed them in conjunction with Ernst & Young.17  IGI
was utilized to review a select group of contributions after Ernst & Young was unable to
obtain sufficient information to determine the legality or appropriateness of the
contribution.18

The DNC’s in-house contribution review consisted primarily of public database
searches and attempts to contact contributors.19  In contrast, the review conducted by
Ernst & Young under the auspices of Debevoise & Plimpton was considerably more
extensive.  Ernst & Young utilized professionals from four different areas: Financial
Advisory Services-Dispute Resolution & Litigation Services, Financial Advisory Services-
International Financial Services, the Chinese Business Group, and the Assurance and
Advisory Business Services, as well as translators.20  As described in a DNC memorandum:

[Ernst & Young] prepared two questionnaires (one for individuals and one for
corporate donors) that it used in telephone interviews.  Individual donors were
asked to confirm the donor’s citizenship, permanent residence status, social security
number, the source of the donation and other relevant information.  Corporate
donors were asked about any possible foreign ownership, the source of the funds
(from a domestic U.S. company or from abroad) and other relevant information.
Searches of standard databases containing publicly available information were also
conducted to verify additional information about the donor.  Where the donor
requested it, [Ernst & Young] sent a written questionnaire . . . .  Where [Ernst &

                                               
13 DNC’s Responses to the Committee’s June 23, 1998, Interrogatories, August 6, 1998, at 7-8.
14 Ex. 1 DNC Summary of In-Depth Contribution Review, at 2.
15 Id.
16 Id. at 2-3.
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19 See Ex. 1 DNC Summary of In-Depth Contribution Review, at 2-3.
20 Letter from Daniel G. Lentz of Ernst & Young, L.L.P. to Debevoise & Plimpton, February 26, 1997,
Appendix 1, DNC 4298600-DNC 4298601 (Exhibit 2).
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Young] was not able to contact the donor or to obtain sufficient information,
further research was conducted under the supervision of Debevoise & Plimpton.21

The Ernst & Young auditors kept detailed notes of contacts and attempted contacts with
contributors and “other significant information obtained”22 in conjunction with telephone
interviews.23  The research work performed by Ernst & Young and the Investigative Group
International produced an impressive amount of concrete information upon which the DNC
could base its decisions.

Based on the result of the Ernst & Young interviews, contributors’ files were
categorized as:

1. Dead End Research (“DER”) if no contact with the contributor was made.24

In this case, Alternative Procedures were employed consisting of mailing an
interview short form to the contributor via mail to the “best available
address;”25

2. Terminated if the contact information was confirmed as “good”26 but
contact with the contributor could not be made after “reasonable efforts.”27

In this case, Alternative Procedures were employed consisting of mailing an
interview short form to the contributor via mail to the “best available
address;”28

3. Survey Unsuccessful if the interview had been initiated with the actual
contributor . . . but had been terminated by the contributor after either none
or a portion of the interview had been completed.”29  In this case,
Alternative Procedures were employed consisting of mailing an interview
short form to the contributor via mail to the “best available address;”30

4. Substantially Completed “where the Interviewer obtained as much
information as possible from the Contributor on the majority of the
questions asked;”31 and

                                               
21 Ex. 1 DNC Summary of In-Depth Contribution Review, at 2.
22 Ex. 2 Letter from Daniel G. Lentz of Ernst & Young, L.L.P. to Debevoise & Plimpton, February 26,
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30 Id. at 4, DNC 4298598.
31 Id. at 3, DNC 4298597.
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5. Completed if “all steps through the completion of the interview have been
performed.”32

In certain circumstances, what the DNC termed “Additional Procedures” were used, such
as obtaining a credit report when a contributor signed and returned an authorization form.33

The DNC pledged to return any contribution that: (1) may not satisfy applicable
legal and regulatory requirements, (2) may be inappropriate for the DNC to accept under
the circumstances as the DNC understands them, or (3) for which the DNC has been
unable to obtain sufficient information to verify its legality or appropriateness.34  In short,
the DNC pledged to return contributions in instances of illegality, inappropriateness, or
insufficient information.

Pursuant to category 1, if the DNC— in conjunction with Ernst & Young—
determined that a contribution was made in violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as Amended (“the Act”), it was to be deemed illegal and returned to the
contributor or disgorged to the U.S. Treasury.35  For example, DNC records indicate that
contributions made by foreign nationals in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441e(a) of the Act36

were returned to the donor37 while contributions made in the name of another in violation
of 2 U.S.C. § 441f38 were returned to the U.S. Treasury39 as explained by the DNC:
                                               
32 Id.
33 Id. at 4, DNC 4298598.
34 Ex. 1 DNC Summary of In-Depth Contribution Review, at 1; Statement of Judah Best, Debevoise &
Plimpton, DNC Press Conference, February 28, 1997, at 1-2 (Exhibit 3).
35 FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; see generally Ex. 4 Letter from
Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997, DNC 4298856-DNC 4298857 (citing
FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39) (enclosures omitted) (Exhibit 4); see
also Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25, 1998 (Exhibit 5); see Letter
from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998 (enclosures omitted) (Exhibit 6); DNC List
of Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9 (Exhibit
7).
36 2 U.S.C. § 441e(a) provides that:

It shall be unlawful for a foreign national directly or through any other person to make any
contribution of money or other thing of value, or to promise expressly or impliedly to make any
such contribution, in connection with an election to any political office or in connection with any
primary election, convention, or caucus held to select candidates for any political office; or for any
person to solicit, accept, or receive any such contribution from a foreign national.

37 See generally Ex. 7 DNC List of Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on
November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
38 2 U.S.C. § 441f provides that:

No person shall make a contribution in the name of another person or knowingly permit his name
to be used to effect such a contribution, and no person shall knowingly accept a contribution made
by one person in the name of another person.

39 See generally Ex. 7 DNC List of Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on
November 20, 1997, at 1-9; FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter
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In accordance with F[ederal] E[lection] C[ommission] guidelines, in those cases in
which a donor specifically indicated that he or she did not make the contribution,
but the real source of the contribution is not known to the DNC, the contribution
has been refunded to the U.S. Treasury.40

For example, foreign national Gilberto Pagan’s contribution was returned to him while
conduit contributions made in coordination with Maria Hsia and the International Buddhist
Progress Society were disgorged to the U.S. Treasury. 41  This policy is consistent with
federal regulations.42

If a contribution was determined illegal, the DNC generally did not reach the issue
of appropriateness.  But, pursuant to category 2, a contribution could have been deemed
inappropriate notwithstanding the fact that it was legal.  In a Committee deposition, DNC
General Counsel Sandler explained the distinction between legality and appropriateness:

Sandler: Legality goes to the question of whether it is lawful under the
Federal Election Campaign Act, under the rules of the Federal
Election Commission, for the DNC to accept a contribution.  And
appropriateness goes to the question of whether a contribution that
is legal to accept is nonetheless inappropriate because of the
circumstances, background situation, or other factors relating to the
particular contributor.

Counsel: Is it fair to say that the appropriateness standard is fuzzier than the
legal standard?

Sandler: [The a]ppropriateness standard definitely involves matters of
judgment on a case-by-case basis.43

Whether a contribution was appropriate is an entirely subjective ad hoc determination.44

Current DNC guidelines regarding compliance with campaign finance laws provide
examples of contributions that may be deemed inappropriate including those made by
individuals:

                                                                                                                                            
from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-
19 and FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble,
Esq., March 25, 1998; Ex.  Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998.
40 DNC Press Release, “DNC Refunds Contributions,” June 27, 1997, at 2 (Exhibit 8).
41 Ex. 7 DNC List of Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20,
1997, at 6 and 8.
42 See 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(1) and (2).
43 Committee Deposition of Joseph E. Sandler, Esq., May 14, 1998, 6-7.
44 Id. at 7.
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1. Convict[ed] of a felony of any nature or of a misdemeanor involving fraud
or moral turpitude, or civil judgment or finding involving fraud perpetrated
against the government;

2. [Under a] [p]ending active investigation for criminal misconduct involving
fraud or moral turpitude, or civil fraud involving the government;

3. Convict[ed] for or [under an] active pending criminal investigation into
alleged misconduct involving dealing with the government or elected
officials, or campaign finance violations;

4. [Involved in an] [u]nresolved bankruptcy proceeding; and/or

5. [Who has] [s]ubstantial unsatisfied tax liability or other obligations to the
government not being actively contested in good faith.45

When a “substantial question” regarding the “appropriateness of [a] contribution” was
raised, “a committee (consisting of the DNC’s Executive Director, General Counsel, Press
Spokesperson, Compliance Director, and Research Director) made the final determination
of whether to return it.”46  DNC records indicate that contributions deemed inappropriate
were returned to the contributor or the contributor’s counsel.47

The DNC has returned at least 70 contributions that it “deemed inappropriate,”48

most notably the contributions of Praitun Kanchanalak (attributed to her daughter-in-law
Pauline Kanchanalak),49 Arief and Soraya Wiriadinata50 (the son-in-law and daughter of
Lippo Group co-founder Hashim Ning),51 Yah Lin “Charlie” and Wang Mei Trie,52

Daihatsu International Trading, Inc.53 (a company controlled by Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie)54

and the Cheyenne Arapaho Tribes.55  The precise reason why these contributions were

                                               
45 Policies and Procedures of the DNC Regarding Compliance with Campaign Finance Laws, at 18-19
(Exhibit 9).
46 Ex. 1 DNC Summary of In-Depth Contribution Review, at 3.
47 Ex. 7 DNC List of Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20,
1997, at 1-9.
48 Id.
49 Id. at 2.
50 Id. at 2-3.
51 Notes of DNC General Counsel Joseph E. Sandler, Esq., DNC 0829497-DNC 0829535, at 12 (Exhibit
10); see also Glenn R. Simpson and Jill Abramson, “Legal Loopholes Let Overseas Contributors Fill
Democrats' Coffers---Asian Interests Are Providing Huge Campaign Gifts, Gaining Political Clout---A
Bust of President Clinton,” Wall Street Journal, October 8, 1996; see generally Committee Deposition of
Charles  DeQueljoe, June 9, 1998, 136-137.
52 Ex. 7 DNC List of Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20,
1997, at 7.
53 Id. at 5.
54 Daihatsu International Trading , Inc. Business Card of President Yah Lin Trie (Exhibit 11).
55 Ex. 7 DNC List of Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20,
1997, at 4.
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“deemed inappropriate” is unclear.  However, at the time they were returned the common
thread connecting these contributors was intense press scrutiny.56

Pursuant to category 3, whether insufficient information was obtained pursuant to
the contribution review was generally a subjective determination, however, the DNC
established some objective criteria to assist with that determination:

In general, for an individual who had not been interviewed, the minimum test was a
social security number, the length of time since it had been issued (which would be
indicative of whether the person was a citizen or permanent resident), his or her
ownership or possession of a residence or other property and other information that
he or she had the wherewithal to make the contribution in question.57

In the case of corporations:

[T]he minimum generally consisted of a confirmation of the company’s corporate
existence and standing, its revenue from U.S. operations, whether the individuals
who participated in the decision to make the contributions possessed social security
numbers and for how long, or other information establishing their status as U.S.
citizens or permanent residents.58

According to the DNC’s attorney, Judah Best, Esq. of Debevoise & Plimpton, sufficient
information was information upon which the DNC could make an “informed
determination”59 as to the legality or appropriateness of a contribution.60  In the absence of
sufficient information, the DNC— pursuant to its own policy— was required to return the
contribution.61  The critical test was whether the source of funds used to make the
contribution was verifiable.62

The “insufficient information” category is particularly important because the DNC
sometimes faced resistance from contributors in response to its contribution review.63

Moreover, federal authorities have been thwarted in obtaining information from
contributors regarding their contributions.  Even requests for basic information such as a

                                               
56 See, e.g. P. Kanchanalak (her contributions were returned in the wake of numerous articles questioning
their legality); Arief and Soraya Wiriadinata (their contributions were returned in the wake of numerous
articles questioning their legality); Cheyenne Arapaho Tribes (Their contributions were returned on March
13, 1997, in the wake of the Washington Post articles, Susan Schmidt, “Tribes Disappointed After Gifts to
DNC; Land-Seeking Indians Who Gave Cite Pressure to Hire Consultants, Donate More,” Washington
Post, March 10, 1997, at A1.).
57 Ex. 1 DNC Summary of In-Depth Contribution Review, at 3.
58 Id.
59 Ex. 3 Statement of Judah Best, Debevoise & Plimpton, DNC Press Conference, February 28, 1997, at 4.
60 See generally Ex. 1 DNC Summary of In-Depth Contribution Review, at 1.
61 Id.
62 John King, “Chairman Acknowledges More Money Will Be Returned, Urges Reform,” Associated Press,
February 21, 1997.
63 See, e.g., Discussion of J & M International, Inc., infra.
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contributor’s address were sometimes refused.64  At least 120 individuals have fled the
country and/or refused to cooperate with investigators in the course of the House, Senate
and DOJ campaign finance investigations.65  Of these, at least 79 individuals have invoked
their Fifth Amendment privilege against self-incrimination.66  As a result, an inability to
obtain sufficient information is more often the rule rather than the exception.

The DNC reviewed the information gathered by Debevoise & Plimpton in
conjunction with Ernst & Young and IGI and then made the final decision as to which
contributions to retain, return or disgorge.67  According to the DNC, “the final decision on
which contributions should be returned was solely that of the DNC.”68  And although
“Debevoise & Plimpton made recommendations with respect to the disposition of
contributions, . . . in no instance did the DNC take any action inconsistent with counsel’s
recommendations.”69

In addition to the $1,471,800 returned or disgorged in late 1996 prior to the
contribution review,70 on February 28, 1997, the DNC announced its intention to disgorge
or return an additional $1,492,051 as a result of its contribution review.71  DNC Chairman
Roy Romer concluded: “[i]t is clear that we did not monitor the contribution process
adequately enough in the recent past.  The DNC made mistakes.  Today’s actions correct
those mistakes . . . .”72

During the period March 13, 1997, through June 26, 1997, the DNC returned an
additional $123,092, including $107,672 to the Cheyenne Arapaho Tribes.73  On June 27,
1997, the DNC returned or disgorged $1,353,800— the DNC announced its intention to
return $1,348,200 of this $1,353,800 on February 28, 1997, as discussed below— based on
its continuing review of contributions.74  According to a DNC press release, the June 27,
1997, disbursements brought the total contributions returned or disgorged to $2,825,600.75

                                               
64 See, e.g., Ernst & Young Contribution Review Materials for Helen Chien, DNC 1805309, DNC
1805313, DNC 1805315-DNC 1805316, DNC 1805321, DNC 1805326-DNC 1805327, DNC 1805329-
DNC 1805331, DNC 1805333-DNC 1805336, at 4 (Exhibit 12).
65 “Witnesses Who Have Fled or Plead the 5th,” http://www.house.gov/reform/oversight/finance/fled.htm,
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, U.S. House of Representatives ; see also Nathan Abse,
“Campaign Finance Probe: 94 Who Aren't Talking,” Washington Post, June 9, 1998, at A13; “10 New
Witnesses Take the Fifth, Total Now at 104, Government Reform and Oversight Investigators Move
Forward in Foreign Money Probe Despite Stonewalling by Crucial Witnesses,” Committee Press Release,
June 23, 1998.
66 Id.
67 See generally Ex. 1 DNC Summary of In-Depth Contribution Review, at 1.
68 Id. (emphasis added).
69 Id.
70 Id. at 4.
71 Id.
72 “DNC Chairs Romer and Grossman Announce New Compliance Procedures and Results of DNC
Internal Review,” DNC Press Release, February 28, 1997, at 2 (Exhibit 13).
73 Ex. 1 DNC Summary of In-Depth Contribution Review, at 4.
74 Ex. 8 DNC Press Release, “DNC Refunds Contributions,” June 27, 1997, at 1.
75 Id. at 1.
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However, Committee calculations based on records provided by the DNC indicate that the
DNC returned at least $1,943,024 prior to June 27, 1997, and $3,296,824 through June
27, 1997.76

Of the $1,492,051 the DNC identified as improper or illegal on February 28, 1997,
at least $1,348,200 was not returned until June 27,1997, four months later, in violation of
federal regulations.77  A political committee cannot return or disgorge prohibited
contributions on its own timetable.78  Federal Election Commission (“FEC”) regulations
provide in pertinent part that:

If a treasurer [of a political committee] discovers that a previously deposited
contribution came from a prohibited source, he or she must refund the contribution
within 30 days of making the discovery.  This situation might arise, for example, if
the treasurer learned that a past contribution was made by a foreign national. . . .
If the committee does not have sufficient funds to refund the contribution when the
illegality is discovered, the treasurer must use the next funds the committee
receives.79

Despite the air of contrition and self-reformation on display at the February 1997, press
conference, according to then-DNC spokeswomen Amy Weiss Tobe, the DNC had no
intention of immediately returning the contributions at the time the announcement was
made:

The lights are on and [our employees] are still getting paychecks . . . .  As we can
give back donations, we will . . . .80  We hope to do it within the next several
months . . . .  We’ve decided the right thing to do is to raise the money and return it
when we can.81

To the Committee’s knowledge, the FEC has taken no action regarding the DNC’s failure
to return or disgorge prohibited contributions in a timely manner.

                                               
76 Ex. 7 DNC List of Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20,
1997, at 1-9.
77 Cf. Sharon LaFraniere and Lena H. Sun, “DNC Returns Another $1.5 Million; Refunds to Include
Donations from Foreigners and a Deceased Woman,” Washington Post, March 1, 1997, at A1; Ex. 7 DNC
List of Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
78 See 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(1)-(3).
79 FEC Campaign Guide for Political Party Committees, August 1996, at 21 (citing 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(2)
(emphasis added) (italics in original)).
80 Glenn F. Bunting and Ralph Frammolino, “Democratic Party Lacks Funds to Repay Donors Finances:
DNC Keeps Finding Contributions It Must Return Even As It Runs Up at Least $10 Million in Debt,” Los
Angeles Times, March 2, 1997, at A1.
81 Connie Cass, “Cash-Strapped Democrats Haven’t Returned Tainted Checks Yet,” Associated Press,
March 12, 1997.
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From June 28, 1997, through October 30, 1997, the DNC returned or disgorged an
additional $286,300,82 including two illegal contributions from Manlin Foung, Yah Lin
“Charlie” Trie’s sister, totaling $22,50083 and a $100,000 contribution from Global
Resource Management, Inc. of Dublin, Ohio, due to concerns that it may have originated
with a foreign source.84

In a letter to the FEC dated March 25, 1998, the DNC disgorged an additional
$78,200 to the U.S. Treasury in the wake of the federal grand jury indictments of Yah Lin
“Charlie” Trie and Maria Hsia.85  The DNC indicated that “. . . certain contributions that, at
the time they were received, did not appear to be unlawful, were in fact contributions made
in the name of another.”86  Contributions returned included those of David Wang and
Daniel Wu,87 both of whom made conduit contributions at the request of Antonio Y.P.
Pan,88 an ex-Lippo executive89 and business associate of Trie.90

On July 24, 1998, after the federal grand jury indictments of Pauline Kanchanalak
and Duangnet “Georgie” Kronenberg, the DNC returned $105,000 of Kronenberg’s
$114,000 in contributions.91  This brings the total of returned or disgorged contributions to
at least $3,766,324.

Although the DNC’s contribution review ignored the 1992 election cycle,92 the
review— conducted by Debevoise & Plimpton, Ernst & Young and IGI at the direction of

                                               
82 This figure does not include $1,900 returned pursuant to the DNC’s self-imposed $100,000 contribution
limit.  See Ex. 7 DNC List of Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on
November 20, 1997, at 8-9; Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to Richard D. Bennett, Esq., March 13, 1998
(confirming the DNC’s return of Global Resources Management, Inc.’s $100,000 contribution) (Exhibit
14).
83 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence M. Noble, Esq., October 20, 1997 (enclosures omitted)
(disgorging Manlin Foung’s contributions to the DNC totaling $22,500) (Exhibit 15).
84 Ex. 14 Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to Richard D. Bennett, Esq., March 13, 1998 (confirming the
DNC’s return of Global Resources Management, Inc.’s $100,000 contribution); Karen Gullo, “Democratic
Party Returns $100,000 Donation from Ohio Firm,” Associated Press, October 29, 1997.
85 Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25, 1998; see also See
Federal Grand Jury Indictment of Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie, U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia,
January 28, 1998; Federal Grand Jury Indictment of Maria Hsia, U.S. District Court for the District of
Columbia, February 28, 1998.
86 Id.
87 Id.
88 Conduit Payments to the Democratic National Committee Before the House Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight, 105th Cong., 1st Sess. 252-259 (1997) (Testimony of David Wang, October 9,
1997).
89 Tati Group (a company controlled by the Lippo Group) Business Card of Antonio Pan (Exhibit 16).
90 Daihatsu International Trading , Inc. Business Card of Chief Executive Officer Antonio Pan (Exhibit
17).
91 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence M. Noble, Esq., July 24, 1998 (Exhibit 18); see also
Amy Keller, “Burton Eyes Unreturned DNC Cash,” Roll Call, July 20, 1998; cf. Federal Grand Jury
Indictment of Pauline Kanchanalak and Duangnet Kronenberg, U.S. District Court for the District of
Columbia, July 13, 1998.
92 See Committee Deposition of Joseph E. Sandler, Esq., May 14, 1998, 27-28.
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the DNC— gathered or attempted to gather relevant information to assist the DNC in
determining whether to return a particular contribution.  At a minimum, the DNC’s review
resulted in a much needed revamping of the DNC’s compliance and fundraising
guidelines.93

The efficacy of the DNC’s review notwithstanding, the DNC has failed to abide by
its self-imposed and publicly professed guidelines regarding the return of contributions.
This failure is disturbing and raises serious questions regarding the sincerity of the DNC’s
desire to police itself.  Particularly troubling is the fact that the DNC in many instances—
detailed below— has given itself the benefit of the doubt regarding the legality or
appropriateness of a contribution without justification.  It must be remembered that the
DNC did not embark on the contribution review as a self-initiated act of reformation.  The
context is critical: the review was initiated only after hundreds (if not thousands) of press
articles closely scrutinizing the Democrats fund-raising excesses.

For example, as a matter of DNC practice, the fact that a contributor has invoked
his or her Fifth Amendment privilege against self-incrimination to the House, Senate or the
DOJ has absolutely no bearing on whether the DNC retains or disgorges a contribution,94

notwithstanding the fact that— as a matter of common sense— an individual’s invocation of
the Fifth Amendment regarding a contribution at a minimum casts doubt on the legality of
that contribution.95

On several occasions, when the DNC could not obtain sufficient information to
confirm the legality or appropriateness of a contribution, the contribution was retained.
Initially, the DNC represented that it was placing the burden on itself to demonstrate why a
contribution should be retained, but in actuality, the DNC has repeatedly shifted the burden
to the press and congressional investigators to demonstrate why a contribution should be
returned.

II. ILLEGAL AND SUSPECT CONTRIBUTIONS RETAINED OR
BELATEDLY DISGORGED BY THE DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL

COMMITTEE AND STATE DEMOCRATIC PARTIES

The following enumerates and discusses contributions retained or belatedly
disgorged by the DNC, Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee (“DSCC”),
Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee (“DCCC”) and state Democratic parties.
Almost all of the contributions at issue are presently in the coffers of the original recipients.
However, a few of the contributions discussed in this report were belatedly disgorged to
                                               
93 Ex. “DNC Chairs Romer and Grossman Announce New Compliance Procedures and Results of DNC
Internal Review,” DNC Press Release, February 28, 1997, at 2.
94 See, e.g., John Huang, Jane Huang, Duangnet Kronenberg, David Wang, and Bie Chuan Ong.
95 Duangnet Kronenberg, David Wang, and Bie Chuan Ong— just to name a few— invoked their Fifth
Amendment privilege against self-incrimination to the Committee, but that invocation did not result in the
return of their contributions by the DNC in response to the invocation.  All of their contributions were
illegal.
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the U.S. Treasury long after publicly available information should have put the recipient on
notice of the contribution’s questionable origins.

Contributions to Republican causes are notably absent from the following
discussion for good reason.  While it is safe to assume that mistakes are made during every
election cycle by both the Democratic and Republican parties, it is no fluke that the
Republican party has returned only $150,000 in contrast to the approximately $3,766,324
returned by the Democratic Party.  These Republican foreign contributions were
immediately returned by the RNC when identified in contrast to the months and even years
it has taken the DNC to return suspect contributions.  There were no such foreign
contributions in the 1996 election cycle at the RNC.

The fact is, after almost two years of investigating the foreign money scandal, it is
clear that the problem of foreign money being funneled into elections was largely—
overwhelmingly— focused on the Democratic party.  It is not only the committee which has
focused on the foreign money in the Democratic party— the press and even the Justice
Department task force has overwhelmingly focused on the illegal foreign money in the
Democratic party.  Attempts by defensive Democrats to shift attention from this fact ignore
the simple truth that if you follow the foreign money trail, all roads lead overwhelmingly to
Democratic coffers.

What explains the vast disparity between the illegal money received by Republicans
and Democrats?  Some of the blame most certainly lies with the contribution vetting
procedures— and lack thereof— employed by the DNC from mid-1994 through the 1996
Presidential election.  The failings of that system have been well documented in other
forums.96  Perhaps more importantly, as evidenced by the DNC’s own contribution review
and the congressional campaign finance investigations, the overwhelming majority of all
contributions determined illegal or inappropriate by the DNC can be tied— to varying
degrees— to a handful of players who were welcomed by the DNC and the White House
into their inner circle of fund-raisers and contributors including: Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie,
Pauline Kanchanalak, Maria Hsia, Johnny Chien Chuen Chung and, most notably, James
Riady and his protégé, John Huang.

As discussed in the following excerpt of DNC General Counsel Joseph Sandler’s
deposition, John Huang was hired by the DNC at the direct request of President Clinton in
response to James Riady’s complaint that Huang was not being properly utilized at the
Department of Commerce:

Sandler: Mr. Huang told me that there was a meeting in the fall of 1995 at
the White House that was attended by himself, Mr. James Riady, the
President, Bruce Lindsey, and C. Joseph Giroir; and that during that
meeting Mr. Riady made the point that Mr. Huang's talents and

                                               
96 See, e.g., Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election
Campaign Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , S. Rep. No. 167, 195 th Cong., 2d Sess.,
vol. 1, 167-190 (1998).
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abilities were not being well utilized in his then current position at
the Commerce Department and he could be helpful in some other
way.  Mr. Huang told me that someone suggested--and he wasn't
sure if it was himself or Riady or somebody else in the room--that
Mr. Huang's capacity to help the administration and re-election
effort could be best used if he was given a position at the DNC.
And then I was told--well, there were various reports of this, but I
was told at some point--I don't remember exactly by who [sic]--that
the President spoke to Mr. Rosen and suggested that Mr. Huang be
hired by the DNC. . . .  Mr. Ickes advised [the DNC] through White
House counsel that his recollection was that . . . that Mr. Lindsey
spoke to Mr. Ickes following this meeting, and that Mr. Ickes then
spoke to Mr. Rosen and Mr. Fowler about the hiring of Mr. Huang.
The recollection of others differs on that score . . . .

* * *
Sandler: . . . Mr. Fowler indicated to me . . . that essentially Marvin Rosen

and Richard Sullivan showed up in his office with John Huang, and
maybe having previously mentioned it to him or talked to him, and
talked about the hiring of John Huang and the terms of his
employment position and so forth, and that the Chairman [Fowler]
agreed to hire him at that point . . . .

* * *
Counsel: All right.  Did Mr. Huang tell you what else was discussed at that

particular meeting?

Sandler: [Huang] indicated to me that the basic purpose of the meeting was
to visit, social in nature, and that the main substantive point that he
recalled being discussed--he gave me the impression that the point
that Mr. Riady wanted to convey to the President was what I've
already testified to, that Mr. Huang's abilities were being wasted at
Commerce.  In effect, he said something to the effect that he was a
pencil pusher and that he should be utilized in some other way.

Counsel: Mr. Riady told the President that?

Sandler: Yes.
* * *

Counsel: All right.  Did Mr. Riady initiate the meeting?  Was the meeting held
at the behest of Mr. Riady?

Sandler: Yes.
* * *

Counsel: I presume--the meeting was held at the White House; correct?

Sandler: Yes.
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* * *
Counsel: Was the discussion of Mr. Huang moving from the Department of

Commerce to the DNC the primary purpose of the meeting?

Sandler: Mr. Huang gave me the impression that, apart from just a social
chit-chat, visiting and so forth, that that was the principal
substantive discussion that Mr. Riady wanted--had and wanted to
have with the President.97

Even his position and title were specifically created for him.  DNC General Counsel
Sandler testified of his concern:

Sandler:  There was a discussion.  . . . John Huang had requested business
cards with the title, Vice Chair, Finance, of the Democratic National
Committee.  Our administrative person, . . . came to me, because
this was an unusual request, and said is this proper, is this--you
know, can we do this, and I raised a question. . . .  I had some
concerns about whether it was appropriate to give somebody a title
for a position that did not, in fact, exist, and I was concerned
because there are Vice Chairs of the Democratic National
Committee who are elected or who have official positions under our
Charter. . . .  We also have a National Finance Chair, and we also
have Chairs of various Donor Councils, and those are lay positions.
I was concerned about a staff person having this position . . . .   No
staff person has such a title . . . .

* * *
Sandler: And I also discussed it with Richard Sullivan.

Counsel: All right.  And what was the substance of those conversations?

Sandler: My recollection is that I raised concerns, you know, these concerns
with Mr. Watson and with Mr. Sullivan; that Mr. Sullivan indicated
that this was important that Mr. Huang have this title for his work in
the Asian-Pacific-American community; and, you know, it was my
feeling that it wasn't so--my concerns were not of a legal nature or
otherwise so compelling as to insist that the cards not be printed
with that title in view of Mr. Sullivan's belief that it was important
that Mr. Huang have the business cards.

Counsel: All right.  So, having voiced your concern, you ultimately acceded
to the request of Mr. Sullivan--

                                               
97 Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign
Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , 105th Cong., 1st Sess., Deposition of Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq., May 15, 1997, 16-17 and 21-23 (emphasis added).
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Sandler: Yes.

Counsel: . . . that . . . Mr. Huang be given that title, correct?

Sandler: Yes, or have business cards with that title.98

John Huang began his employ at the DNC as Vice Chairman for Finance, on December 4,
1995.99

John Huang raised $3,422,850 during the 1996 election cycle.100  Prior to the
launching of the DNC’s contribution review in late November 1996, the DNC returned
$1,298,800 in contributions raised by Huang101 and on February 28, 1997, announced the
return of an additional $324,550 raised by Huang.102

Huang’s fund-raising prowess was beyond question as early as 1993, two years
before Huang began his employ at the DNC.  Then-Lippo executive Huang attended the
September 27, 1993, DNC reception/fund-raiser in Los Angeles and received high praise
from Vice President Gore for his fund-raising:

And to my friend John Huang and his wife Jane, thank you for being a long time
friend and ally.  We go back a long time . . . .  We are long time friends, and John
has been a very faithful and meaningful, productive supporter of the efforts being
made by our party, and I want to publicly thank you.103

President Clinton similarly praised Huang for his organization of the February 19, 1996,
DNC fund-raiser held at the Hay Adams Hotel in Washington, D.C.:

I am virtually overwhelmed by this event tonight.  I should have learned by now, I
have known John Huang a very long time.  At least to be as young as we are, we
have known each other a long time.  And when he told me this event was going to
unfold as it has tonight, I wasn't quite sure I believed him, but he has never told me

                                               
98 Id. at 93-95.
99 DNC Personnel Change Authorization for John Huang, December 4, 1995, D 0000005 (Exhibit 19).
When allegations of illegal fund-raising surfaced in October 1996, regarding Huang, he fled D.C.  He later
sought and received reimbursement from the DNC for his travel expenses during this period.  In his DNC
expense report covering October 11, 1996, through October 15, 1996, Huang described the purpose of his
travel as “stayed away from D.C.  return home for materials.”  See generally DNC Expense Report of John
Huang, October 20, 1996, 0000053 (Exhibit 20); E Ticket Receipt and Itinerary, 0000054 (Exhibit 21).
100 Ex. 1 DNC Summary of In-Depth Contribution Review, at 5.
101 Id.
102 Id.;  see generally DNC Note from DNC Chairman Donald Fowler to John Huang, July 4, 1996, DNC
0662886 (praising him for his fund-raising work and encouraging him to do more) (Exhibit 22).
103 WHCA Audiotape of Karatz Residence/DNC Reception, September 27, 1993.
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anything that didn't come to pass, and all of you have made it possible, and I want
you to know I am very grateful to you. 104

Of the approximately $706,000 raised at this event, the DNC has already returned or
disgorged at least $190,000, 27% of the total raised.105  This report enumerates an
additional $152,500 raised in conjunction with the Hay Adams event that should be
returned or disgorged by the DNC, bringing the total to at least 49% of the total raised.

The willingness— perhaps eagerness— of the DNC and the President to employ and
entrust John Huang as a key fund-raiser is of particular import.  The behind the scenes
machinations of Huang are not completely known at this point.  However, one thing is
clear: of all the individuals implicated in the fund-raising scandal, John Huang’s name
surfaces more than any other.  (The fact that the DOJ does not appear to have actively
pursued Huang is equally troubling and is not altogether an unrelated issue.)106  In fact, the
check tracking forms completed by Huang for each contribution raised by him provided
Committee investigators with a blueprint for the campaign finance investigation.107  In sum,
the Republican Party has not suffered equally in the campaign finance scandal because it
did not employ an equivalent of  John Huang— the individual around which the current
campaign finance scandal revolves108— with direct ties to the President’s close friend James
Riady and the President himself.

Most of the individuals and entities referenced in the following discussion have
previously been the subject of the DNC’s contribution review or the campaign finance
investigations of the DOJ.  In some instances, the information referenced was obtained by
Committee subpoena and was, of course, unavailable to the DNC— and other political
                                               
104 WHCA Videotape of Hay Adams Event, February 19, 1996.  It is unclear when the President had the
conversation with John Huang referenced in the excerpt, but from the context of the President’s statement
it appears that Huang estimated the dollar amount to be raised at the February 19, 1996, event.  Huang was
involved in the following Asian American fund-raisers: February 19, 1996, President of the United States
(“POTUS”), Washington, D.C.; April 29, 1996, Vice President of the United States (“VPOTUS”), Los
Angeles, California; May 13, 1996, POTUS, Washington, D.C.; July 22, 1996, POTUS, Los Angeles; July
30, 1996, POTUS, Washington, D.C.; September 18, 1996, VPOTUS, San Francisco, California; August
1996, POTUS, Washington, D.C.  See DNC Memorandum from Richard Sullivan to Chairman Fowler,
October 21, 1996 DNC 1227104 (Exhibit 23).
105 Ex. 7 DNC List of Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20,
1997, at 1-9.
106 See generally Roberto Suro, “Prosecutors’ Approach to Huang Signals Shift in Campaign Probe,”
Washington Post, October 2, 1998, at A17.
107 See, e.g., DNC Check Tracking Form for the July 19, 1996, Contribution of Dae Hee Hong, 001034
(Exhibit 24); DNC Check Tracking Form for the August 1, 1994, Contributions of Kenneth R. Wynn,
DNC 1276339 and DNC 1276340 (Exhibit 25).
108 See generally Roberto Suro, “Prosecutors’ Approach to Huang Signals Shift in Campaign Probe,”
Washington Post, October 2, 1998, at A17 (“Following the 1996 election, however, the DNC returned $1.6
million raised by Huang because it came from foreign nationals, who are ineligible to make campaign
contributions, or because the origin of the money was cloudy.  Since then, Huang has been at the center of
allegations ranging from the relatively minor claim that the DNC failed to adequately screen donations to
the still-unsubstantiated charges that the government of China attempted to influence the 1996 election by
directing money to the Clinton campaign.”).
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committees— for its benefit during the contribution review.  Committee interviews and
depositions have also been referenced.  This information is intended to assist political
committees in their review of contributions.  Some of the information provided was
produced to the Committee by the DNC itself.  Finally, much of the information is
accessible from publicly available databases similar to the ones employed by the DNC
during its contribution review.

Since many of the key fund-raisers involved have refused to cooperate with the
investigation, the committee has in large part focused on following the money.  While this
is a more labor intensive effort than having a cooperative witness who might explain the
various funding schemes and conduit efforts, the committee has uncovered hundreds of
thousands of dollars in political contributions which should be returned because of the
illegal or questionable sources of such funds.  Much of this money should have been
returned months— even years ago.  The Committee’s investigation continues and has come
a long way since the early days of the campaign finance scandal when the DNC and
Democratic Members of Congress cynically deflected the legitimate inquiries regarding
illegal foreign money as “Asian bashing” and said there were no illegalities involved.

The contributions addressed below are divided into two separate categories: illegal
and suspect.  In the following context, illegal contributions are those that the Committee
has sufficient evidence to conclude— 100% certainty is not the operative standard of the
DOJ, the Committee or the DNC— were made in violation of the Act.  Illegal contributions
should be disgorged to the U.S. Treasury pursuant to FEC regulations and  DNC
practice.109   Suspect contributions are those that fall under one of two categories derived
from DNC policy: (1) contributions for which the Committee has been unable to obtain
sufficient information to verify its legality or appropriateness as defined by the DNC and/or
(2) contributions which may be inappropriate— as defined by the DNC— for the recipient
to retain.  Suspect contributions should be returned to the contributor or disgorged to the
U.S. Treasury pursuant to federal regulations and DNC practice.110  The Committee
welcomes any information— consistent with or contradictory to information gathered to
date— that may assist it in determining the legality or appropriateness of a contribution.

LIPPO GROUP RELATED CONTRIBUTIONS
DURING THE 1992 ELECTION CYCLE

A. Contributions by James Riady, John Huang and Their Spouses
During the 1992 Election Cycle

James Riady $325,000 and Aileen Riady $125,000 (Suspect)

                                               
109 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex.  Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
110 Id.
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On August 12, 1992, the Lippo Group through Hip Hing Holdings, Ltd. (“Hip
Hing Holdings”), a Lippo Subsidiary,111 contributed $50,000 to the DNC.112  Five days
later, on August 17, 1992, John Huang and Agus Setiawan,  then-Lippo/Hip Hing
Holdings employees, co-authored a memo to fellow Lippo employee Mrs. Ong Bwee Eng
requesting that she A[p]lease kindly wire@  a reimbursement from Lippo Group Indonesia
in the amount of $50,000 specifically for the DNC contribution.113  (The DNC returned this
$50,000 contribution in 1997 after it was detailed in a Senate hearing.).114

On August 13, 1992, Lippo Group Deputy Chairman James Riady115 and his wife
Aileen contributed a total of $30,000 to the DNC116 and $10,000 to the California
Democratic Party.117  The following day, then-Governor Bill Clinton— on his way to a
fund-raiser— took a five minute car ride with James Riady as discussed in an August 14,
1992, memorandum from then-campaign aide Melinda Yee to then-Governor Bill Clinton
which states:

James Riady is the Deputy Chairman of Lippogroup [sic] and a long-time
acquaintance of yours.  The group is in financial services in the U.S. and
throughout Asia.  Mr. Riady lived in Arkansas from 1985-1987 when he was
president of Worthen Bank in Little Rock.

He has flown all they [sic] way from Indonesia, where he is now based, to attend
the fundraiser.  He will be giving $100,000 to this event and has the potential to
give much more.  He will talk to you about banking issues and international
business.  This is primarily a courtesy call.118

Over the following weeks leading up to the November election, James and Aileen Riady

                                               
111 Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign
Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , 105th Cong., 1st Sess., Part II, S. Hrg. 105-300, 3
(1998) (Testimony of Juliana Utomo, July 15, 1997).
112 LippoBank Check No. 2397 from Hip Hing Holdings to the DNC Victory Fund Non-Federal Account in
the Amount of $50,000, August 12, 1992, HHH 1263 (Exhibit 26).
113 Memorandum from John Huang and Agus Setiawan to Mrs. Ong Bwee Eng, August 17, 1992, HHH
0238 (Exhibit 27).
114 James Rowley, “The Senate Investigation of Campaign Fund-raising Abuses,” Associated Press, July
15, 1997; Lynn Sweet, “Democrats to Return $50,000 Foreign Contribution,” Chicago Sun-Times, July 16,
1997, at 31.
115 Memorandum from Melinda Yee to Governor Bill Clinton, August 14, 1992 (Exhibit 28).
116 LippoBank Checks from James T. and Aileen Riady to the DNC, August 13, 1992, HHH 1360 (Exhibit
29); see also http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from Federal Election
Commission (“FEC”) Data, Last Updated September 10, 1998.
117 Ex. 29 LippoBank Checks from James T. and Aileen Riady to the California Democratic Party, August
13, 1992, HHH 1360; http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from Federal
Election Commission (“FEC”) Data, Last Updated September 10, 1998 (attributing James T. Riady’s
$5,000 contribution to the California Democratic Party to Aileen Riady).
118 Ex. 28 Memorandum from Melinda Yee to Governor Bill Clinton, August 14, 1992, CG92B 00543
(emphasis added); see also Schedule of Gov. Bill Clinton, August 14, 1992, CG92B 01461 (Exhibit 30).
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contributed an additional $410,000 to state Democratic parties119 bringing the total to
$450,000 as detailed below:

Name Check Date120 FEC Date121 Recipient Amount

James T. Riady 08/13/92 09/04/92 California Democratic
Party $5,000
James T. Riady 08/13/92 08/17/92 DNC

$15,000
James T. Riady 09/30/92 Michigan Democratic Party

$75,000
James T. Riady 10/05/92 Ohio Democratic Party

$75,000
James T. Riady 10/08/92 Arkansas Democratic Party

$5,000
James T. Riady 10/08/92 10/27/92 Arkansas Democratic Party

$75,000
James T. Riady 10/12/92 Louisiana Democratic Party

$75,000

Aileen Riady 08/13/92 09/04/92 California Democratic
Party $5,000
Aileen Riady 08/13/92 08/17/92 DNC

$15,000
Aileen Riady 10/08/92 10/27/92 Arkansas Democratic Party

$5,000
Aileen Riady 10/12/92 Georgia Democratic Party

$50,000
Aileen Riady 10/15/92 10/29/92 North Carolina Democratic
Party $50,000

After the election, the Riadys contributed $286,000 to the Presidential Inaugural
Committee,122 $86,000 of which was given through John Huang,123 then-Lippo executive

                                               
119 LippoBank Checks from James and Aileen Riady to Various State Democratic Parties, September 30,
1992, through October 15, 1992, HHH 1363 (Exhibit 31); see also http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental
Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated September 10, 1998.
120 Throughout this document, the “Check Date” is taken directly from the contribution check.
121 The “FEC Date” is taken from FEC data as provided at http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working
Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated September 10, 1998.  See also www.tray.com.
Experience demonstrates that the date on the contribution check usually leads the FEC date by anywhere
from one day to a month.
122 LippoBank Checks from James T. and Aileen Riady to the Presidential Inaugural Committee,
November 20, 1992, HHH 1361 (Exhibit 32); LippoBank Checks from John and Jane Huang to the
Presidential Inaugural Committee, January 5, 1993, 001298, 001300, 001302, and 001304 (John Huang
accidentally dated check no. 1117 January 5, 1992, instead of January 3, 1992.) (Exhibit 33); LippoBank
Check from Bank of Trade to John Huang in the Amount of $86,000, January 12, 1993, and LippoBank
Deposit Ticket of John Huang in the Amount of $86,000, January 13, 1993, L 003318-L 003319 (Exhibit
34).
123 Ex. 33 LippoBank Checks from John and Jane Huang to the Presidential Inaugural Committee, January
5, 1993, 001298, 001300, 001302, and 001304 (John Huang accidentally dated check no. 1117 January 5,
1992, instead of January 3, 1992.); Ex. 34 LippoBank Check from Bank of Trade to John Huang in the
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and co-director of Hip Hing Holdings, Ltd.124  The Riadys and the Lippo Group
contributed a total of $786,000 to Democratic causes during the closing months of 1992.125

DNC officials testified that the 1992 vetting system involved an entire group of
DNC staff of six to 10 people and DNC General Counsel Joseph Sandler testified that “for
the 1992 election a procedure known as Major Donor Screening Committee” was in

                                                                                                                                            
Amount of $86,000, January 12, 1993, and LippoBank Deposit Ticket of John Huang in the Amount of
$86,000, January 13, 1993, L 003318-L 003319.  The Presidential Inaugural Committee is not bound by
the same contribution restrictions as political committees such as the DNC and state Democratic parties.
124 Hip Hing Holdings Certificate of Incorporation, State of California, HHH 0243 (Exhibit 35).
125 It should be noted that the ethnic-Chinese Riady family, whose future is very closely tied to the Most
Favored Nation (“MFN”) trading privilege for China and the development of Asian markets, made these
contributions at a time when then-presidential candidate Clinton was linking the grant of MFN privilege
for China to human rights.   Several months after Bill Clinton was settled in the White House, Mochtar
Riady sent him a confidential letter dated March 9, 1993, in which he implored the President to reverse his
campaign stance on MFN.  The letter states in pertinent part:

You have continued to positively surprise . . . close friends like me.  I appreciate the many kind
attention [sic] and courtesies that you have extended to me, my family, and my son, James.  I also
very much enjoyed and appreciated the very private personal time you and Hillary gave to my
family during your busy schedule on Inauguration day.

Riady urged President Clinton to:

Normalize relations with Vietnam.  As we speak, I have two of my managers in Vietnam
exploring business opportunities.  They have been rubbing shoulders with American businessmen,
who can now sign deals with Vietnam, but are still prevented from implementing those contracts.
. . .  Continue economic engagement with China.  Washington has implemented over the past
decade a policy of promoting Chinese economic reforms while, on a parallel track, pushed for
political reforms.  If Most Favored Nation status is withdrawn from, or other negative policies are
adopted for China by the U.S., it was argued, Chinese entrepreneurs in effect, those pushing
hardest for reforms would be hurt the most.  I subscribe to the logic behind this argument, and
would urge that these basic principles be maintained.  We strongly believe, as do many others,
that the best way of achieving political reform in China is through capitalist interaction.

Letter from Dr. Mochtar Riady to President Bill Clinton, March 9, 1993, EOP 003036-EOP 003039
(Exhibit 36).  Of course, President Clinton softened his position soon after taking office in early 1993;
President Clinton approved MFN for China on May 27, 1993. In 1994 he completely “de-linked” China’s
MFN trading privilege from its human rights record.  While many would certainly argue that there are
sound policy reasons for the extension of MFN status for China, President Clinton is one of the rare
politicians to have so dramatically altered his position on this controversial issue.  See generally Choi Hak
Kim, “Mochtar Riady, a Man of Insight, Forbes (Chinese Language Edition), October 1993; David Lauter,
“Clinton Blasts Bush’s Foreign Policy Record,” Los Angeles Times, August 14, 1992, at A1; Jim Mann,
“Clinton Ties China’s Trade in Future to Human Rights, Asia: He Extends Favored-nation Status;
Legislators Back Demand That Beijing Improve Policies by Next Year,” Los Angeles Times, May 29, 1993,
at A1; “Clinton Says China’s Favored Trade Status Will Be Renewed for 1 Year,” Chicago Tribune, May
28, 1993, at 4; John M. Broder and Jim Mann, “Clinton Reverses His Policy, Renews China Trade Status,
Commerce: President ‘De-Links’ Most-Favored-Nation Privilege from Human Rights.  He Admits Failure
of Earlier Course and Says Broader Strategic Interests Justify Switch,” Los Angeles Times, May 27, 1994.
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place.126  However, the Committee has received no evidence to indicate that certain large
contributions were vetted in 1992, notably those from the Riadys and their related
companies and employees.  And because the Riadys’ contributions were made in 1992,
they were not subject to the DNC’s contribution review.127  None of the Riady
contributions have been returned by the DNC or the state parties.128

During his years as a Lippo employee, John Huang determined where the Riadys
should direct their political contributions.  In a February 17, 1993, memorandum to then-
Deputy Assistant to the President and Deputy Director of Presidential Personnel John
Emerson, then-DNC Executive Committee member Maeley Tom wrote:

John Huang, Executive Vice President of Lippo Bank [sic], is the political power
that advises the Riady family on issues and where to make contributions.  [The
Riadys] invested heavily in the Clinton campaign.  John is the Riady family’s top
priority for placement because he is like one of their own.129

Huang was eventually placed at the Department of Commerce.130

FEC data does not record any political contributions by the Riadys in their personal
capacities after 1992.131  However, DNC documents suggest that the Riadys may have

                                               
126 Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign
Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , S. Rep. No. 167, 195 th Cong., 2d Sess., vol. 1, 169
(1998).
127 See Committee Deposition of Joseph E. Sandler, Esq., May 14, 1998, 27-28.
128 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
129 Letter from Maeley Tom to John Emerson, February 17, 1993 (emphasis added) (Exhibit 37).
130 John Huang began his employ at the Department of Commerce on July 18, 1994.  See Memorandum
from Charles F. Meissner to Ann Hughes, et al., July 15, 1994 (Exhibit 38).
131 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.  The Wiriadianas’ illegal conduit contributions to the DNC during the 1996 election
cycle appear to be linked to the Riadys:

Bank records received by the Committee provide strong evidence that Hasjim Ning, co-founder of
Lippo and longtime friend of Mochtar and James Riady, or James Riady directed $450,000 in foreign
money to the DNC and Democratic campaigns through Dr. Ning=s daughter Soraya Wiriadinata and her
husband Arief Wiriadinata, a landscape architect in northern Virginia.  These payments followed
correspondence between President Clinton and Mr. Ning and preceded a visit by Arief Wiriadinata with
President Clinton at the White House on December 15, 1995, at which time he told that President that
“James Riady sent me.”  WHCA Videotape of White House Coffee, December 15, 1995; White House
Wave Record for Arief Wiriadinata (Exhibit 39).  President Clinton responded, “Yes.  I’m glad to see you.
Thank you for being here.”  Id.

In June 1995, Dr. Ning suffered a heart attack while visiting the Washington, D.C. area and as a
result was hospitalized in northern Virginia.  Alan C. Miller, “Controversy Swirls Over Donation to
Democrats,” Los Angeles Times, October 14, 1996, at A1.  During Dr. Ning=s hospitalization, James
Riady personally requested that President Clinton send Ning a Aget well@  card.  Ruth Marcus and Charles
R. Babcock, “Visit Spurred Indonesians’ Gift, Says DNC; Party Offers Explanation for $425,000 Donation
From Couple Who Never Gave Before,” Washington Post, October 12, 1996, at A21.  Mark Middleton
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hand delivered the requested card dated June 19, 1995 to Dr. Ning which stated: AI was so sorry to learn of
your health problems.  You are in my thoughts and prayers during this difficult time.@  Id.; Letter from
President Bill Clinton to Dr. Hasjim Ning, June 19, 1995, DNC 1227204 (Exhibit 40).  After recuperating
and returning to Indonesia, Dr. Ning responded to President Clinton in a letter dated September 5, 1995
which stated in part:  . . . AI thank you for your prayers and concern.  I also thank you for sending Mr.
Mark Middleton to visit me at that time . . . .@   Letter from Dr. Hasjim Ning  to President Bill Clinton,
September 5, 1995, DNC 1227205 (Exhibit 41).  In a letter dated November 8, 1995, President Clinton
again wrote Dr. Ning: AYou have been in my thoughts, and Hillary joins me in sending best wishes for
your continued recovery.@   Letter from President Bill Clinton to Dr. Hasjim Ning, November 8, 1995,
DNC 1227206 (Exhibit 42).  John Huang, who knew Dr. Ning from their mutual association with Lippo,
also visited him during his hospitalization.  Alan C. Miller, “Controversy Swirls Over Donation to
Democrats,” Los Angeles Times, October 14, 1996, at A1; Richard T. Cooper, “How DNC Got Caught in a
Donor Dilemma,” Los Angeles Times, December 23, 1996, at A1.  During his visit, Huang met Arief and
Soraya Wiriadinata.  Huang recalls that the Wiriadinatas subsequently Aexpressed an interest in supporting
the Democratic party and the President, and [he] suggested that they contribute to the DNC.@   Id.  The
contributions from the Wiriadinatas began in the fall of 1995.

On November 2, 1995, Arief and Soraya Wiriadinata opened separate checking accounts at the
First Union National Bank of Virginia (“First Union”).  First Union Account Statement of Arief
Wiriadinata, November 2, 1995 (Exhibit 43); First Union of Virginia Account Statement of Soraya
Wiriadinata, November 2, 1995 (Exhibit 44).  The next day, on November 3, 1995, Ms. Soraya
Wiriadinata received a $250,000 wire transfer from Dr. Ning in Jakarta, Indonesia.  Ex. 44 First Union of
Virginia Account Statement of Soraya Wiriadinata, November 2, 1995.  Similarly, Mr. Arief Wiriadinata
received a $250,000 wire transfer from Dr. Ning on November 7, 1995.  Ex. 43 First Union of Virginia
Account Statement of Arief Wiriadinata, November 2, 1995.

From November 1995-July 1996, Mr. Wiriadinata and Ms. Wiriadinata each contributed $1,000
to Jackson for Congress and $226,000 to the DNC from their personal checking accounts at First Union.
First Union Check from Arief Wiriadinata to the DNC in the Amount of $15,000, November 8, 1995
(Exhibit 45); First Union Check No. 1001 from Arief Wiriadinata to Jackson for Congress in the Amount
of $1,000, November 20, 1995 (Exhibit 46); First Union Check No. 1005 from Arief Wiriadinata to the
DNC in the Amount of $25,000, December  11, 1995 (Exhibit 47); First Union Check No. 1010 from Arief
Wiriadinata to the DNC in the Amount of $10,000, December  15, 1995 (Exhibit 48); First Union Check
No. 1015 from Arief Wiriadinata to the DNC in the Amount of $25,000, February 15, 1996 (Exhibit 49);
First Union Check No. 1016 from Arief Wiriadinata to the DNC in the Amount of $25,000, May 22, 1996
(Exhibit 50); First Union Check No. 1020 from Arief Wiriadinata to the DNC in the Amount of $25,000,
May 12, 1996 (Exhibit 51); First Union Check No. 1023 from Arief Wiriadinata to the DNC in the
Amount of $25,000, June 25, 1996 (Exhibit 52); First Union Check No. 1025 from Arief Wiriadinata to
the DNC in the Amount of $25,000, June 6, 1996 (Exhibit 53); Ex. 43 First Union Account Statement of
Arief Wiriadinata, November 2, 1995; First Union Account Statement of Arief Wiriadinata, November 16,
1995 (Exhibit 54); First Union Account Statement of Arief Wiriadinata, December 15, 1995 (Exhibit 55);
First Union Account Statement of Arief Wiriadinata, January 18, 1996 (Exhibit 56); First Union Account
Statement of Arief Wiriadinata, February 15, 1996 (Exhibit 57); First Union Account Statement of Arief
Wiriadinata, March 16, 1996 (Exhibit 58); First Union Account Statement of Arief Wiriadinata, May 16,
1996 (Exhibit 59); First Union Account Statement of Arief Wiriadinata, June 15, 1996 (Exhibit 60); First
Union Account Statement of Arief Wiriadinata, July 18, 1996 (Exhibit 61); First Union Check from Soraya
Wiriadinata to the DNC in the Amount of $15,000, November 8, 1995 (Exhibit 62); First Union Check No.
1004 from Jackson for Congress in the Amount of $1,000, November 20, 1995 (Exhibit 63); First Union
Check No. 1008 from Soraya Wiriadinata to the DNC in the Amount of $25,000, December 11, 1995
(Exhibit 64); First Union Check No. 1012 from Soraya Wiriadinata to the DNC in the Amount of $25,000,
December 13, 1995 (Exhibit 65); First Union Check No. 1015 from Soraya Wiriadinata to the DNC in the
Amount of $10,000, December 15, 1995 (Exhibit 66); First Union Check No. 1016 from Soraya
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contributed— indirectly perhaps through conduits— to the DNC as late as 1994 and
1996.132  A June 11, 1994, DNC memorandum from David Mercer to then-DNC Finance
Director Richard Sullivan and Fran Wakem discusses an invitation for James Riady to the
June 21, 1994, Business Leadership Forum (“BLF”)/White House event (which Riady later
attended).133  After listing James Riady as a current member of the BLF— a DNC fund-
raising organization and “the principal organization of the nation’s top business leaders
supporting the Democratic Party”134— and one of the “Members to Confirm,” the

                                                                                                                                            
Wiriadinata to the DNC in the Amount of $10,000, December 18, 1995 (Exhibit 67); First Union Check
No. 1022 from Soraya Wiriadinata to the DNC in the Amount of $25,000, Month and Day Illegible, 1996
(Exhibit 68); First Union Check No. 1024 from Soraya Wiriadinata to the DNC in the Amount of $25,000,
June 7, 1996 (Exhibit 69); First Union Check No. 1026 from Soraya Wiriadinata to the DNC in the
Amount of $25,000, May 10, 1996 (Exhibit 70); First Union Check No. 1028 from Soraya Wiriadinata to
the DNC in the Amount of $25,000, May 10, 1996 (Exhibit 71); DNC Check Tracking Form for First
Union Check No. 1029 from Soraya Wiriadinata to the DNC in the Amount of $25,000, June 27, 1996
(Exhibit 72); Ex. 44 First Union Account Statement of Soraya Wiriadinata, November 2, 1995; First Union
Account Statement of Soraya Wiriadinata, November 16, 1995 (Exhibit 73); First Union Account
Statement of Soraya Wiriadinata, December 15, 1995 (Exhibit 74); First Union Account Statement of
Soraya Wiriadinata, January 18, 1996 (Exhibit 75); First Union Account Statement of Soraya Wiriadinata,
February 15, 1996 (Exhibit 76); First Union Account Statement of Soraya Wiriadinata, March 16, 1996
(Exhibit 77); First Union Account Statement of Soraya Wiriadinata, April 17, 1996 (Exhibit 78); First
Union Account Statement of Soraya Wiriadinata, May 16, 1996 (Exhibit 79); First Union Account
Statement of Soraya Wiriadinata, June 15, 1996 (Exhibit 80); First Union Account Statement of Soraya
Wiriadinata, July 18, 1996 (Exhibit 81); First Union Account Statement of Soraya Wiriadinata, August 16,
1996 (Exhibit 82); First Union Account Statement of Soraya Wiriadinata, September 17, 1996 (Exhibit
83); see also http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last
Updated September 10, 1998.  Copies of check nos. 1007 and 1013 to the DNC in the totaling $50,000
were unavailable to the committee.  Account statements have been provided in their stead.  A copy of check
no. 1029 to the DNC in the amount of $25,000 was unavailable to the Committee.  An account statement
has been provided in its stead.    The political contributions appear to be the primary reason for the
establishment of both Arief and Soraya Wiriadinatas’ First Union accounts.  In sum, Dr. Ning wired a total
of $500,000 to the Wiriadinata=s First Union accounts, $452,000 of which was directed to Democratic
causes within seven months.

Dr. Ning died on December 26, 1995. Arief and Soraya Wiriadinata are currently residing in
Indonesia.
132 With regard to the 1996 election cycle, the ultimate source of the $200,000 in Bank Central Asia
Travelers Checks discovered by the Committee— at least $50,000 of which was funneled illegally into the
DNC— is yet undetermined, but they were disseminated at least in part by former Lippo executive Antonio
Pan and Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie, an associate of John Huang, and were purchased by a yet undetermined
individual in Jakarta, Indonesia, the international headquarters of the Lippo Group.  See Discussion of J &
M International, Manlin Foung, and Joseph Landon, infra; see generally Letter from Christopher M.
Curran, Esq., Attorney for Bank Central Asia, to Senior Investigative Counsel Tim Griffin, Esq., July 20,
1998 (Exhibit 84).
133 DNC Memorandum from David Mercer to Richard Sullivan and Fran Wakem, June 11, 1994, DNC
1276431-DNC 1276433 (Exhibit 85).  John Huang began his employ at the Department of Commerce on
July 18, 1994.  See Ex. 38 Memorandum from Charles F. Meissner to Ann Hughes, et al., July 15, 1994;
see also United States Secret Service Records for Entry into White House Complex, EOP 055316-EOP
055318 (showing attendance of Riady at June 21, 1994, White House event) (Exhibit 86).
134 DNC BLF Document, GROC 000644 (Exhibit 87).  According to the DNC, “[m]embership in the
[Business Leadership] Forum requires a $10,000 annual contribution for individuals, or $15,000 for
corporations or PACs.  Individuals memberships are non-transferable.”  Id.
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memorandum describes Riady and his relationship with Huang: “FOB; Former president,
Wortham [sic] Bank in Little Rock; Clinton/DNC donor thru [sic] John Huang; Huang
requested his invitation and that we send it to Huang’s address.”135  Huang was not
employed by the DNC at this time;136 he was still at Lippo.  Why was a foreign national
who was ineligible to legally contribute under federal election law listed as a DNC donor
through John Huang?

On a June 17, 1994, DNC list of “Positive Responses” for the Trustee Gala
Reservations, James T. Riady is confirmed for 2 reservations including his guest Aileen
Riady and is listed as a member of the BLF.137

On June 10, 1996, the DNC held a fund-raiser/dinner at the home of Edie and Lew
Wasserman in Los Angeles.138  The DNC “commit list” prepared in conjunction with that
event list the individuals who pledged to contribute and the amount pledged.139  The
commit list indicates that Aileen and James Riady pledged to contribute $15,000 in
conjunction with the Wasserman dinner.140

On September 16, 1996, DNC Chairman Donald L. Fowler wrote James Riady a
letter— addressed to the Lippo Village in Tangerrang Indonesia— which provides in
pertinent part that:

Thank you very much for sending me the basket of fruit and snacks.  It was a
wonderful surprise, and I greatly enjoyed its contents.

Your friendship is tremendously important to me in this crucial time.  As you know,
all of us are working diligently to bring about a huge Democratic victory in
November, and your gift reminded me of the support of good Democrats for these
efforts.

Thanks again for the thoughtful gift and for all your kindness to Cissy.  I look
forward to seeing you soon. 141

                                               
135 Ex. 85 DNC Memorandum from David Mercer to Richard Sullivan and Fran Wakem, June 11, 1994,
DNC 1276433 (emphasis added).
136 Ex. DNC Personnel Change Authorization for John Huang, December 4, 1995, D 0000005.
137 DNC List of Positive Responses for Trustee Gala Reservations, June 17, 1994, DNC 1727213-DNC
1727217 (Exhibit 88).  Of note is the fact that of all the 55 individuals listed as “Positive Responses” on
this list, the only individuals for whom no address, phone number or contact information is listed is James
T. Riady.  Id. at 4.
138 See DNC Commit List for June 10, 1996, Dinner at the Wasserman Residence, June 3, 1996, DNC
3088330-DNC 3088334, at 1-5 (Exhibit 89).
139 Id.
140 Id. at 4.
141 Letter from Donald L. Fowler to James Riady, September 16, 1996, DNC 1728039 (emphasis added)
(Exhibit 90).  The Committee’s copy of the letter is unsigned.
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And on September 18, 1996, DNC Chairman Fowler wrote a thank you letter to both
Aileen and James Riady in the wake of a dinner with the President.142  The letter provides
in pertinent part that:

It was a pleasure seeing you at the dinner with the President recently.  Your
support enables us to continue assisting the Administration in achieving its
ambitious agenda.  On behalf of the DNC, I am sincerely grateful for your work.

As you know, we are 7 weeks away from the 1996 Presidential Election.  We at the
DNC are working to strengthen our cooperation with the State Parties, businesses
and local leaders.  I am confident that with the help of friends like you, we will be
victorious in ’96 and will continue to move this country forward into the 21st
century.

My door is always open to you; please do not hesitate to call on me if I can be of
assistance.  I look forward to working closely with you in the months ahead.143

It deserves mention that letters— even form letters— thanking individuals for their support
are generally sent in response to a political contribution.  Additionally, though not
conclusive of possible post-1992 contributions to the DNC by the Riadys, on March 6,
1996, DNC Chairman Fowler wrote what appears to be a form fund-raising letter to James
Riady asking for his support.144

Although there is no FEC record of Riady contributions after 1992, these
documents and the Riadys’ attendance at numerous fund-raising events145 raise logical
questions concerning whether and through whom the Riadys contributed to the DNC
during the 1994 and 1996 election cycles and who had knowledge of any such schemes.

Due to the fact that neither James nor Aileen Riady are U.S. citizens,146 the legality
of their 1992 contributions is questionable.  The Act provides in pertinent part that:

                                               
142 Letter from Donald L. Fowler to James and Aileen Riady, September 18, 1996, F 0040618 (emphasis
added) (Exhibit 91).  The Committee’s copy of the letter is signed.
143 Id.
144 Letter from Donald L. Fowler to James Riady, March 6, 1996, DNC 1761242 (Exhibit 92).
145 James Riady is believed to have attended the May 10, 1995, DNC breakfast with Vice President Gore.
See DNC Memorandum from Adam Crain to David Mercer, April 20, 1995, DNC 3169174 (Exhibit 93);
see also Letter from Mack McLarty to James T. Riady, August 2, 1996, EOP 008591 (“I certainly enjoyed
seeing you and John Huang at the Winston Bryant reception with the President.”) (Exhibit 94).
146See generally Deposition of James T. Riady, Stephens Group, Inc. v. United States , Case No. 91-1458T
(U.S. Ct. Fed. Claims), March 5, 1993, 2; John Solomon, “Investigators Turn Up First Evidence of Clinton
Link to Foreign Money,” Associated Press, June 9, 1998.  The Committee would like to cite to
Immigration and Naturalization Service (“INS”) records regarding the Riadys’ permanent resident status.
However, despite requesting them as early as February 5, 1997, August 13, 1997, and September 26, 1997,
and as recently as October 1, 1998, the INS through the DOJ has yet to produce the Riadys’ immigration
records to the Committee.  See Letter from Chairman Dan Burton to the Honorable Doris Meissner,
February 5, 1997 (Exhibit 95); Letter from Chairman Dan Burton to Johnny Stokes, August 13, 1997
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It shall be unlawful for a foreign national directly or through any other person to
make any contribution of money . . . , in connection with an election to any political
office or in connection with an election to any political office . . . ; or for any person
to solicit, accept, or receive any such contribution from a foreign national.147

In other words, foreign nationals are prohibited from making political contributions.
Unlike most of the other provisions of the Act, this prohibition found in 2 U.S.C. §
441e(a), “applies to any election for any political office, including state and local
offices.”148

Although some might argue that 2 U.S.C. § 441e is inapplicable to “soft money”149

and thus, in large part, may be inapplicable to the Riadys’ contributions, the DNC refuses
to accept any contributions from foreign nationals as a matter of policy as explained by
DNC General Counsel Sandler:

Counsel:  What makes all contributions from foreign nationals to the DNC
illegal?

Sandler: Foreign nationals as defined in section 441e of the Federal Election
Campaign Act are illegal.  In our view, it is illegal— that section
applies to contributions to all of the DNC’s accounts; probably as a
matter of law does not apply to contributions to the building fund
but as a policy matter that’s what we instructed our finance staff, all
DNC staff, for that matter.

Counsel: And by “all contributions,” did you mean contributions to both the
DNC Federal and non-Federal accounts?

Sandler:  Correct.

Counsel: Is that still the policy of the DNC today?

Sandler: Yes.150

The Committee is unaware of any attempts by state parties to argue the legality of
accepting a contribution— regardless of its technical classification as soft or hard— from
foreign nationals as defined in the Act.

                                                                                                                                            
(Exhibit 96); Letter from Chairman Dan Burton to the Honorable Doris Meissner, September 26, 1997
(Exhibit 97).
147 2 U.S.C. § 441e(a) (emphasis added).
148 FEC Advisory Opinion No. 1992-16 (emphasis added); see also Id.
149 “Campaign Finance Reform: A Sourcebook,” Brookings Institution,  1997.
150 Committee Deposition of Joseph E. Sandler, Esq., May 14, 1998, 25.
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The definition of  the term “foreign national” is divided into two separate and
distinct parts as excerpted below in pertinent part:

(b) As used in this section, the term “foreign national” means—

(1) a foreign principal, as such term is defined by section 611(b) of Title 22,
except that the term “foreign national” shall not include any individual who
is a citizen of the United States; or

(2) an individual who is not a citizen of the United States and who is not
lawfully admitted for permanent residence . . . .151

An individual or entity meeting either definition constitutes a “foreign national” for
purposes of 2 U.S.C. § 441e(a).152  The term “foreign national” does not include a U.S.
citizen under any circumstances.153

Addressing subsection (b)(2) first, an individual who is neither a U.S. citizen nor a
permanent resident is a “foreign national” and is unable to contribute.154  The Riadys were
permanent residents at the time of their contributions.155  So, applying this definition of a
“foreign national” without further analysis, the Riadys were not prohibited from making
political contributions during the 1992 election cycle.  The White House and the DNC
evidently agree:  White House spokesman James Kennedy indicated that “[i]n 1992, [James
Riady] was a lawful permanent resident and eligible to contribute to any political party.
Thus there was no basis for anyone to believe that Mr. Riady’s contributions to the DNC
might be illegal.”156  DNC spokesman Rick Hess said even “the most careful vetting
procedures” would not have raised questions about Mr. Riady’s contributions.157

However, the definition of a “foreign national” includes more than individuals who
are neither U.S. citizens nor permanent residents.158  Under subsection (b)(1) the term
“foreign national” also includes a somewhat broader definition which includes permanent
residents under certain circumstances.159  The term “foreign national” must be read in
                                               
151 2 U.S.C. § 441e(b)(1) and (2).
152 2 U.S.C. § 441e(b) employs the disjunctive “or” between subsections (1) and (2).
153 2 U.S.C. § 441e(b)(1) and (2).
154 2 U.S.C. § 441e(a) and (b)(2).
155 John Solomon, “Investigators Turn Up First Evidence of Clinton Link to Foreign Money,” Associated
Press, June 9, 1998.  The Committee would like to cite to INS records regarding the Riadys’ permanent
resident status.  However, despite requesting them as early as February 5, 1997, August 13, 1997, and
September 26, 1997, and as recently as October 1, 1998, the INS through the DOJ has yet to produce the
Riadys’ immigration records to the Committee.  Ex. 95 Letter from Chairman Dan Burton to the
Honorable Doris Meissner, February 5, 1997; Ex. 96 Letter from Chairman Dan Burton to Johnny Stokes,
August 13, 1997; Ex. 97 Letter from Chairman Dan Burton to the Honorable Doris Meissner, September
26, 1997.
156 Id.
157 Id.
158 2 U.S.C. § 441e(b)(1).
159 Id.; 22 U.S.C. § 611(b).
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conjunction with the term “foreign principal” as defined by 22 U.S.C. § 611(b).160  A
“foreign principal” includes “a person outside of the United States, unless it is established
that such person is an individual and a citizen of and domiciled within the United States . . .
.”161  So, a permanent resident who is “outside of the United States” is a foreign national
under the Act and is prohibited from making political contributions.162

Both federal jurisprudence and the statutory context suggest that an individual
residing and domiciled in a foreign country is “a person outside of the United States,” a
temporary visit to the United States notwithstanding.163  It would be nothing short of a
ludicrous and disturbing result if a permanent resident “outside of the United States” were
able to circumvent the statutory prohibition against political contributions by flying to the
United States and stepping off the plane.  Trevor Potter, a former Commissioner of the
FEC, agrees.  According to Potter, the issue of green-card holders who donate while
outside the United States is untested, but “a careful reading of the law suggests a green-
card holder must be residing in the country to donate.”164  The privilege of contributing to
political campaigns and thereby influencing elections is not granted to permanent residents
who are residing “outside of the United States”165

In this case, applying the statutory definition of a “foreign national,” the operative
question is: were James and Aileen Riady “outside of the United States?”166  Despite the
Riadys’ alleged permanent resident status at the time of their contributions, the
aforementioned August 14, 1992, memorandum from then-campaign aide Melinda Yee to
then-Governor Bill Clinton indicates that they were residing in Indonesia:  “Mr. Riady lived
in Arkansas from 1985-1987 when he was president of Worthen Bank in Little Rock . . . .
He has flown all they [sic] way from Indonesia, where he is now based, to attend the fund-
raiser.”167  Deposition testimony from former Lippo executive Charles DeQueljoe is
consistent with the August 14 memo as indicated by the following excerpt:

Counsel:  When did James Riady live in California, if you know?

DeQueljoe:  I’d be guessing if I told you.  I don’t really know.

Counsel:  Do you know when Mr. Riady moved back to Jakarta?

                                               
160 2 U.S.C. § 441e(b)(1).
161 22 U.S.C. § 611(b) (emphasis added).
162 2 U.S.C. § 441e(a) and (b)(1); 22 U.S.C. § 611(b).
163 See generally Levy v. I.R.S. Commissioner, 76 T.C. 228 (1981) (rejecting literal interpretation of “a
person outside of the United States” in tax law context); 22 U.S.C. § 611(b)(requiring U.S. citizenship as
well as a U.S. domicilary to be excluded from definition of “foreign principle;” citizenship and physical
presence not sufficient).
164 John Solomon, “Investigators Turn Up First Evidence of Clinton Link to Foreign Money,” Associated
Press, June 9, 1998 (emphasis added).
165 See generally 2 U.S.C. § 441e(a) and (b)(1); 22 U.S.C. § 611(b).
166 See generally Id.
167 Ex.  28 Memorandum from Melinda Yee to Governor Bill Clinton, August 14, 1992 (emphasis added).
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DeQueljoe:  Well, I was in Jakarta starting in April of 1991; and my impression
was that James, although he traveled a lot, that his base was
Jakarta.168

The Riadys were “based” in Indonesia at the time of their contributions;169 a temporal
physical presence to attend a fund-raiser or two does not change that.  Additionally, in a
proceeding held on March 5, 1993, unrelated to campaign finance, James Riady testified
under oath as follows:

Counsel: What is your citizenship, Mr. Riady?

Riady: Indonesian.

Counsel: Do you live in Indonesia?

Riady: Yes.

Counsel: What is your address?

Riady: Jalan Madiun 15, Jakarta.170

The Senate campaign finance investigation concluded that the Riadys permanently returned
to Indonesia in 1991.171  The evidence leads to the almost inescapable conclusion that the
Riadys, although permanent residents, were “outside of the United States” in 1992 and
1993 and thus, as foreign nationals, were prohibited from making political contributions
during this period.

Despite repeated demands, the Riadys have refused to cooperate with Committee
investigators.  The Committee is continuing its review of the Riadys’ contributions.  In any
event, the Riadys’ contributions are highly suspect and probably illegal and, therefore,
should be disgorged to the U.S. Treasury.172  Moreover, James Riady is believed to be the
subject of an “active pending criminal investigation into alleged misconduct involving . . .

                                               
168 Committee Deposition of Charles DeQueljoe, June 9, 1998, 43-44.
169 Ex.  28 Memorandum from Melinda Yee to Governor Bill Clinton, August 14, 1992; Committee
Deposition of Charles DeQueljoe, June 9, 1998, 43-44.
170 Deposition of James T. Riady, Stephens Group, Inc. v. United States , Case No. 91-1458T (U.S. Ct. Fed.
Claims), March 5, 1993, 2.
171 Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign
Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , S. Rep. No. 167, 195 th Cong., 2d Sess., vol. 1,
1120 and 1125 (1998).
172 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex.  Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
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campaign finance violations.”173  Therefore, in the alternative, the Riady’s contributions
should be returned based on the DNC’s standard of appropriateness.

John Huang $13,800 and Jane Huang $22,000 (Suspect)

During the 1992 election cycle, John and his wife, Jane Huang, contributed a total
of $35,800 to the DNC, the DSCC and the California Democratic Party as detailed
below:174

Name Check Date FEC Date Recipient Amount

John Huang 02/04/92 California Democratic Party
$500

John Huang 06/01/92 DNC 
$800

John Huang 07/28/92 DNC
$5,000

John Huang 08/31/92 09/04/92 California Democratic
Party $1,500
John Huang 09/08/92 09/23/92 DSCC

$1,500

                                               
173 See generally Ex. 9 Policies and Procedures of the DNC Regarding Compliance with Campaign
Finance Laws, at 18-19.  Given the DOJ investigation of John Huang’s fund-raising activities, it is
reasonable to assume that the Riadys’ contributions are included in that investigation.
174 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998; see also LippoBank Account Statement of John and Jane Huang, August 31, 1992, L
004886 (Exhibit 98); LippoBank Check No. 1036 from John and Jane Huang to the DNC Victory Fund in
the Amount of $5,000, August 12, 1992, L 004909 (Exhibit 99); LippoBank Account Statement of John
and Jane Huang, September 30, 1992, L 004915 (Exhibit 100); LippoBank Check No. 1034 from John and
Jane Huang to the California Democratic Party in the Amount of $5,000, August 10, 1992, and LippoBank
Check No. 1050 from John and Jane Huang to the California Democratic Party in the Amount of $1,500,
August 31, 1992, L 004919 (Exhibit 101); LippoBank Check No. 1052 from John and Jane Huang to the
DNC Victory Fund in the Amount of $5,000, September 15, 1992, L 004939 (Exhibit 102); LippoBank
Check No. 1053 from John and Jane Huang to the California Democratic Party in the Amount of $1,000,
September, Day Illegible, 1992, L 004941 (Exhibit 103); LippoBank Account Statement of John and Jane
Huang, September 30, 1992, L 010715 (Exhibit 104); LippoBank Check No. 324 from John and Jane
Huang to the Democratic Victory Fund in the Amount of $1,000, September 1, 1992, L 010723 (Exhibit
105); LippoBank Check No. 325 from John and Jane Huang to the DSCC in the Amount of $1500,
September 8, 1992, L 010724 (Exhibit 106); LippoBank Check No. 326 from John and Jane Huang to the
DNC Victory Fund in the Amount of $5,000, September 15, 1992, L 010725 (Exhibit 107); LippoBank
Check No. 327 from John and Jane Huang to the California Democratic Party in the Amount of $1,000, L
010726 (Exhibit 108); LippoBank Account Statement of John and Jane Huang, October 30, 1992, L
004945 (Exhibit 109); LippoBank Check No. 1081 from John and Jane Huang to the DNC in the Amount
of $2,500, October 27, 1992, L 004969 (Exhibit 110); LippoBank Account Statement of John and Jane
Huang, November 30, 1992, L 004971 (Exhibit 111); LippoBank Check No. 1087 from John and Jane
Huang to the DSCC in the Amount of $1,000, October 31, 1992, L 004987 (Exhibit 112); On November 2,
1992, Aileen Riady issued a check to John Huang in the Amount of $5,000 which Huang deposited on
November 4, 1992.  LippoBank Check from Aileen Riady to John Huang in the Amount of $5,000,
November 2, 1992, and LippoBank Deposit Ticket of John Huang in the Amount of $5,000, November 4,
1992, L 004975 (Exhibit 113); Ex. 111 LippoBank Account Statement of John and Jane Huang, November
30, 1992, L 004971.



32

John Huang 09/16/92 09/28/92 California Democratic
Party $1,000
John Huang 10/27/92 Democratic National Committee

$2,500
John Huang 10/31/92 11/10/92 DSCC

$1,000

Jane Huang 08/12/92 08/19/92 DNC
$5,000

Jane Huang 08/10/92 09/04/92 California Democratic
Party $5,000
Jane Huang 09/01/92 09/09/92 DNC

$1,000
Jane Huang 09/15/92 09/22/92 DNC

$5,000
Jane Huang 09/15/92 09/22/92 DNC

$5,000
Jane Huang 09/16/92 09/28/92 California Democratic
Party $1,000

In addition to the contributions listed above, during the period 1992-1996, John and Jane
Huang contributed a total of $76,872 to the DNC,175 $21,500 to the DSCC,176 $8,000 to
the DCCC,177 $12,500 to the California Democratic Party178 and in excess of $50,000 to
congressional and senatorial candidates.179

Representatives Richard Gephardt,180 Howard Berman, Joseph Kennedy, Nancy
Pelosi, and Senators Carol Moseley-Braun, Alfonse D’Amato, John Kerry, Edward
Kennedy, and Barbara Mikulski have all returned contributions received from either John

                                               
175 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.  John Huang: June 25, 1993, $10,000 to the DNC; December 14, 1993, $10,000 to the
DNC; March 16, 1994, $10,000 to the DNC.  Jane Huang: December 14, 1993, $15,000 to the DNC;
March 16, 1994, $10,000 to the DNC; April 29, 1994, $5,000 to the DNC; August 11, 1994, $5,000 to the
DNC; December 22, 1994, $5,000 to the DNC.
176 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.  John Huang: May 7, 1993, $2,500 to the DSCC; June 15, 1993, $1,000 to the DSCC;
October 21, 1993, $6,750 to the DSCC.  Jane Huang: May 7, 1993, $2,500 to the DSCC; June 15, 1993,
$1,000 to the DSCC; October 21, 1993, $6,750 to the DSCC; November 14, 1995, $1,000 to the DSCC.
177 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.  Jane Huang: May 16, 1994, $3,000 to the Democratic Congressional Dinner
Committee; November 17, 1995, $5,000 to the DCCC.
178 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.  John Huang: February 4, 1992, $500 to the California Democratic Party.  Jane
Huang: April 17, 1994, $2,000 to the California Democratic Party; April 26, 1994, $10,000 to the
California Democratic Party; LippoBank Check No. 1426 from John and Jane Huang to the California
Democratic Party-Victory 94 in the Amount of $10,000, L 003843 (Exhibit 114).
179 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
180 Contributions to House Minority Leader Richard A. Gephardt (D-MO-3) referenced in this report were
made either to his campaign or to his Political Action Committee under the name “The Effective
Government Committee.”  “Politicians and Their PACs,” Associated Press, December 13, 1997.
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or Jane Huang.181  Despite the prompt return of the Huang contributions by representatives
and senators, the DNC has retained their contributions and appears determined to keep
them.182  In recent interrogatories to the DNC, the Committee requested information
regarding contributions made by John Huang.  The DNC responded:

All information available to the DNC indicates that Mr. Huang is and at all relevant
times has been a U.S. citizen and had a substantial income at this time.  No
information has been brought to our attention calling into question the legality or
appropriateness of the referenced contribution.183

The same response was given regarding Jane Huang’s contributions.184

It has been widely reported that John Huang is presently the subject of the DOJ’s
“active pending criminal investigation into alleged misconduct involving . . . campaign
finance violations.”185  Pursuant to the DNC’s own guidelines, this information is sufficient
to call into question the appropriateness of Huang’s contributions.186  The DNC should be
aware of the investigation into Huang’s fund-raising activities as a result of the widely-
reported DOJ investigation of the DNC.  Furthermore, the investigation into Huang’s fund-
raising activities has been widely reported in the press.

A contribution’s link to John Huang is one of the DNC’s seven categories of
contributions applied to determine which contributions to review.187  “Contributions
solicited by Mr. John Huang”— as the DNC put it— were suspicious from the inception of
the DNC’s self-imposed review.188  John Huang has pled the Fifth Amendment to the
Committee189 and— except for a limited production of documents— both John and Jane
Huang have refused to cooperate with Committee investigators.  The DNC returned the
contributions individuals solicited by Huang, including Kanchanalak, the Wiriadinatas, and
the Tries as previously indicated but not the Huangs.190  Setting aside for the moment the
issue of legality, if there has ever been a case to question the “appropriateness” of a
contribution, this is it.  Otherwise, the appropriateness standard is rendered meaningless.
Furthermore, it is clear from statements of both DNC and White House officials that John
Huang was dishonest with the DNC regarding his contribution vetting procedures and
                                               
181 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
182 The DNC’s Responses to the Committee’s June 23, 1998, Interrogatories, August 6, 1998, at 26-29.
FEC data indicates that the DNC returned $15,000 to John Huang on February 15, 1994, and $5,000 to
Jane Huang on February 15, 1994, apparently for administrative reasons.
183 Id. at 28. (emphasis added).
184 Id. at 27.
185 See generally Ex. 9 Policies and Procedures of the DNC Regarding Compliance with Campaign
Finance Laws, at 18-19.
186 Id.
187 The DNC’s Responses to the Committee’s June 23, 1998, Interrogatories, August 6, 1998, at 7.
188 Id.
189 Letter from Ty Cobb, Esq. to Chairman Dan Burton, February 18, 1997 (Exhibit 115).
190 See generally Ex. 7 DNC List of Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on
November 20, 1997, at 2-5 and 7.
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information he claimed to have obtained from various individuals who were the source of
illegal foreign contributions.

It is beyond dispute that John Huang is at the center of the current campaign
finance scandal and under investigation by the DOJ.  Much of the money he raised has been
determined illegal by the DNC itself, DOJ, and House and Senate campaign finance
investigations.  Furthermore, many Members of Congress— both Democrat and
Republican— have returned John and Jane Huang’s contributions.  In any event, the
Huangs’ contributions are highly suspect and, therefore, should be disgorged to the U.S.
Treasury or returned to the Huangs based on the DNC’s own criteria of appropriateness.191

B. Contributions by Other Lippo Employees and Their
Spouses During the 1992 Election Cycle

Shortly before the 1992 Presidential Election, in addition to James and Aileen Riady
and John and Jane Huang, at least eleven other individuals with direct ties to the Riadys
and the Lippo Group contributed a total of $200,000 to a variety of Democratic causes
during September and October 1992.  The contributions were made in ten $20,000 blocks,
one or two $20,000 blocks per family.  In every instance, the individuals were either a
Lippo employee or the spouse of a Lippo employee.

The DNC supposedly trains its finance staff to look for indicia of contributions in
the name of another— conduit contributions in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f.  Specifically,
according to DNC General Counsel Sandler:

[T]he [indicia] that we typically call [our finance staff’s] attention to would be
multiple contributions from members— employees of the same corporation;
contributions from low-level employees of a corporation or any indication by a
donor that a corporation— an individual donor purporting to make a personal
contribution, that he or she was going to be reimbursed by a corporation.  These
are typical indicia of contributions in the name of another.192

As detailed in the following discussion, the timing, amount and recipients of the
contributions by Lippo employees and their spouses suggest that the contributions may
have been coordinated in some fashion.  Notably, many of the contributions were directed
to the same state— all “swing states” except Arkansas— Democratic parties, e.g.,
California, Georgia, Louisiana, Michigan, North Carolina, and Ohio.  Whether they were
illegally coordinated remains unanswered.  However, at least $40,000 of the $200,000 was
contributed illegally by Bie Chuan Ong and Lucy Jao Ong as discussed below.  Given the

                                               
191 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex.  Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
192 Committee Deposition of Joseph E. Sandler, Esq., May 14, 1998, 23-24 (emphasis added).
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close proximity of the contributions, the existence of troubling deposits by some of these
contributors immediately prior to the contributions, and the fact that most have left the
country, the Committee believes that there is a sufficient pattern to consider all of the
contributions illegal or inappropriate.  Any good faith effort to disgorge illegal or return
inappropriate contributions would have to include these.

Bie Chuan Ong $20,000 and Lucy Jao Ong $20,000 (Illegal)

Bie Chuan Ong is the former Chairman of the Board of LippoBank/Bank of
Trade193 who, in conjunction with his wife, Lucy Jao Ong, contributed $40,000 to the
DSCC and state Democratic parties— some of the same ones targeted by the Riadys—
during the 1992 election cycle.194  In 1991, Bie Chuan Ong began serving as a co-director
with James Riady and John Huang at Hip Hing Holdings.195  Bie Chuan Ong’s
responsibilities at Hip Hing Holdings included filing quarterly and annual reports pertaining
to its real estate activities.  Hip Hing Holdings owned only one asset, a vacant parking lot
on Hughes Street in Los Angeles.196  His annual salary as an executive of Hip Hing
Holdings was $24,000.197

At the same time he was employed by Hip Hing Holdings, Bie Chuan Ong was also
a shareholder in Inn Holdings, Inc. (“Inn Holdings”),198 a California corporation199 based in
San Francisco that serves as the holding company for Marina Inn, an inn located in the San
Francisco area.200  Inn Holdings was owned by 23 shareholders at the close of 1992,
including Bie Chuan Ong and his wife Lucy Jao Ong in addition to John Huang’s sons,
Isaac and Christopher Huang.201  As of February 11, 1996, John Huang owned stock in Inn
Holdings valued between $15,000-$50,000.202

In late September 1992, Four Sisters, a California management company, issued a
check to Inn Holdings in the amount of $40,000 which was deposited into Inn Holdings’

                                               
193 Committee Interview of Steve Richmond, July 22, 1997.
194 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
195 Ex.  35 Hip Hing Holdings, Inc. Certificate of Incorporation, State of California, HHH 0243; Hip Hing
Holdings Payroll Records, HHH 5761, HHH 5758, and HHH 0266 (Exhibit 116); Committee Interview of
Lucy Jao Ong, August 15, 1997; Committee Interview of Bie Chuan Ong, September 9, 1997.
196 Committee Interview of Bie Chuan Ong, September 9, 1997; James Warren, “Funds Hearings Focus on
China’s Links to Indonesian Conglomerate,” Chicago Tribune, July 16, 1997, at A10.
197 Ex.  116 Hip Hing Holdings Payroll Records, HHH 5761, HHH 5758, and HHH 0266.
198 1992 U.S. Income Tax Return of Inn Holdings (Exhibit 117).  These tax records have been heavily
redacted due to confidentiality concerns.
199 Inn Holdings, Corporate Records, State of California.
200 Committee Interview of Dr. Gilbert Lee, June 19, 1998.
201 Ex. 117 1992 U.S. Income Tax Return of Inn Holdings  Bie Chuan Ong is no longer a stockholder in
Inn Holdings according to Dr. Gilbert Lee, Inn Holdings’ registered agent.  Committee Interview of Dr.
Gilbert Lee, June 19, 1998.
202 Executive Branch Personnel Public Financial Disclosure Report of John Huang, February 11, 1996, D
0000840-D 0000851, at 6, D 0000846 (Exhibit 118).
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checking account on September 29, 1992.203  On October 20, 1992, Inn Holdings issued
check numbers 1103 and 1104 in the amount of $20,000 each to Lucy Jao Ong and Bie
Chuan Ong respectively.204  The checks were allegedly issued so that the Ongs could bid
on real estate on behalf of Inn Holdings.205  The memo section of each check bears the
notation “Real Estate Auction.”206

Bank records indicate that Bie and Lucy Ong on October 22, 1992, deposited the
Inn Holdings checks into their personal accounts at First Interstate Bank and Security
Pacific Bank respectively.207  And, on or about October 20, 1992, Bie Chuan Ong and
Lucy Jao Ong then issued a total of eight checks to Democratic causes totaling exactly
$40,000 as detailed below:208

Name Check Date FEC Date Recipient Amount

Bie Chuan Ong 10/09/92 10/21/92 Arkansas Democratic Party
$5,000

Bie Chuan Ong 10/19/92 10/21/92 California Democratic
Party $5,000
Bie Chuan Ong 10/23/92 DSCC

$5,000
Bie Chuan Ong 10/23/92 Michigan Democratic Party

$5,000

                                               
203 LippoBank Account Statement for Inn Holdings, October 20, 1992 (Exhibit 119); Committee Interview
of Andrew Wong, July 23, 1998.
204 LippoBank/Bank of Trade Check No. 1103 from Inn Holdings to Lucy Jao in the Amount of $20,000,
October 20, 1992, and LippoBank/Bank of Trade Check No. 1104 from Inn Holdings to Bie C. Ong in the
Amount of $20,000, October 20, 1992 (Exhibit 120); LippoBank Account Statement of Inn Holdings,
November 20, 1992 (Exhibit 121).
205 Committee Interview of Dr. Gilbert Lee, June 19, 1998; Committee Interview of Andrew Wong, June
24, 1998; Committee Interview of Andrew Wong, July 23, 1998.
206 Ex. 120 LippoBank/Bank of Trade Check No. 1103 from Inn Holdings to Lucy Jao [Ong] in the
Amount of $20,000, October 20, 1992, and LippoBank/Bank of Trade Check No. 1104 from Inn Holdings
to Bie C. Ong in the Amount of $20,000, October 20, 1992.
207 Id.; First Interstate Bank Checking Account Statement of Lucy Jao and Bie Chuan Ong, November 5,
1992 (Exhibit 122); First Interstate Bank Deposit Ticket in the Amount of $20,000 of Lucy Jao Ong and
Bie Chuan Ong, October 20, 1992 (Exhibit 123).
208 Ex. 122 First Interstate Bank Checking Account Statement of Lucy Jao and Bie Chuan Ong, November
5, 1992; First Interstate Bank Check No. 558 from Lucy Jao and Bie Chuan Ong to the Michigan State
Democratic Party in the Amount of $5,000, September 30, 1992 (Exhibit 124); First Interstate Bank Check
No. 559 from Lucy Jao and Bie Chuan Ong to the Arkansas State Democratic Party in the Amount of
$5,000, October 19, 1992 (Exhibit 125); First Interstate Bank Check No. 561 from Lucy Jao and Bie
Chuan Ong to the California State Democratic Party in the Amount of $5,000, October 9, 1992 (Exhibit
126); Security Pacific Bank Check No. 622 from Lucy Jao to the Arkansas State Democratic Party in the
Amount of $5,000, October 10, 1992 (Exhibit 127); http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group
Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated September 10, 1998; It should be noted that Bie Chuan
Ong listed his employer as “Tons of Toys” in conjunction with his contributions.  According to Tiang Hua
Ga, Tons of Toys was a company co-owned by Ong and a fellow Lippo employee, Joseph Chiang.
Committee Interview of Tiang Hua Gan, August 15, 1997; see also, Committee Interview of Michael Chi,
August 28, 1997.
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Lucy Jao Ong 10/10/92 10/21/92 Arkansas Democratic Party
$5,000

Lucy Jao Ong 10/21/92 California Democratic Party
$5,000

Lucy Jao Ong 10/22/92 DSCC
$5,000

Lucy Jao Ong 10/23/92 Michigan Democratic Party
$5,000

Notwithstanding the purported purpose— as reflected in the memo section of the
checks— of the $40,000 from Inn Holdings, no real estate was ever purchased with the
funds despite the passage of six years.209  Dr. Gilbert Lee, Inn Holdings’ registered agent,
initially described the $40,000 as an advance for the purchase of real estate on behalf of Inn
Holdings consistent with the notation on the checks but subsequently during the same
interview described the funds as a loan which remains outstanding in its entirety.210

According to Andrew Wong, President of Inn Holdings, he approved and signed
the checks to Bie Chuan Ong and Lucy Jao Ong but is unaware what happened to the
money.211  However, Wong informed a Committee counsel that he had recently spoken
with Bie Chuan Ong, at which time Ong indicated his intent to repay the loan, almost six
years after its issuance.212  Bie Chuan Ong never received a salary from and is no longer
affiliated with Inn Holdings.213  Neither Dr. Lee nor Wong were aware of any political
contributions made by Bie Chuan Ong or Lucy Jao Ong.214

On September 9, 1997, Committee Majority and Minority counsel interviewed Bie
Chuan Ong in the presence of his attorney regarding his and his wife’s political
contributions totaling $40,000.215  He indicated that he knows both John Huang and James
Riady, with whom he had frequent contact during his employ at Hip Hing Holdings.216

When asked if he was aware of Hip Hing Holdings’ fundraising activities, Ong responded
that he “stayed away from that business” and denied ever having a conversation with John
Huang regarding fundraising.217  According to Ong, he never attended a political
fundraising event.218

Bank records and FEC data establish that Bie Chuan Ong and Lucy Jao Ong
contributed $40,000 to the DSCC and various state Democratic parties.  However, during
                                               
209 Committee Interview of Andrew Wong, June 24, 1998.
210 Committee Interview of Dr. Gilbert Lee, June 19, 1998.
211 Ex.  120 LippoBank/Bank of Trade Check No. 1103 from Inn Holdings to Lucy Jao [Ong] in the
Amount of $20,000, October 20, 1992, and LippoBank/Bank of Trade Check No. 1104 from Inn Holdings
to Bie C. Ong in the Amount of $20,000, October 20, 1992; Committee Interview of Andrew Wong, June
24, 1998.
212 Committee Interview of Andrew Wong, June 24, 1998.
213 Committee Interview of Dr. Gilbert Lee, June 19, 1998.
214 Id.; Committee Interview of Andrew Wong, June 24, 1998.
215 Committee Interview of Bie Chuan Ong, September 9, 1997.
216 Id.
217 Id.
218 Id.
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the Committee interview, Bie Chuan Ong said he did not recall making any political
contributions in October 1992 even when shown FEC data indicating he and his wife had
done so.219  The $40,000 in contributions documented by the Committee did not refresh his
recollection, but he did claim to have made a $10,000 contribution with his wife to Dianne
Feinstein in early or mid-1992.220  FEC data does not indicate a contribution in any amount
by Bie Chuan Ong or Lucy Jao Ong to then-Senatorial candidate Feinstein in 1992.221  It
should be noted that it is illegal under the Act for an individual to contribute more than
$1,000 to a U.S. Senate candidate per election, $1,000 primary and $1,000 general.222

During the interview, Ong also advised that he knew former Lippo employees
Joseph Chiang, Ricor Da Silveira and David Yeh but was unaware of any fund-raising
activities by any of these individuals and was unaware of their current employment.223  Ong
denied knowing former Lippo employees Felix Ma and Joseph Sund.224  However, a Tati
Group, Ltd.— a Lippo controlled company225— memorandum from Joseph Sund to John
Huang dated March 23, 1993, specifically refers to a “Bie Ong,” presumably the Bie Chuan
Ong at issue here.226

A review of the contributions made by Bie Chuan Ong and Lucy Jao Ong totaling
$40,000 indicates the following:

1. The funds used for the contributions were provided by Inn Holdings, a
company owned in part by John Huang and his sons.  Ong’s attorney
Thomas Zaccarro recently indicated that Ong may have relied on advice
from Huang in making the contributions.227  “I’m sure there was some
coordination . . . .  It’s likely that [Huang] may have said to some of his
friends, ‘I think you should contribute to these particular causes,’” Zaccarro
opined;228

2. The funds were received almost six years ago and still have not been used
for the purported purpose of purchasing real estate;

3. Neither Wong nor Dr. Gilbert offered any documentary evidence to indicate
that the funds were part of a loan agreement.  In fact, the notation on the
checks themselves and Committee interviews indicate the contrary;

                                               
219 Id.
220 Id.
221 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
222 2 U.S.C. § 441a.
223 Committee Interview of Bie Chuan Ong, September 9, 1997.
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225 Adela Ma, “Lippo Opts for Leasing,” South China Morning Post, November 16, 1995, at 2.
226 Memorandum from Joseph Sund to John Huang, March 23, 1993, HHH 4578 and HHH 4579 (Exhibit
128).
227 Byron York, “Roots of a Scandal,” American Spectator, October 1998, at 31.
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4. In a Committee interview, Bie Chuan Ong could not recall having
contributed $40,000 in political contributions in conjunction with his wife
during the 1992 cycle or ever for that matter.  The only contribution Bie
Chuan Ong recalled making is not in the FEC’s records and, regardless,
would have been illegal if actually made;

5. Bie Chuan Ong’s annual salary at the time of the contributions was $24,000,
making it unlikely that the $40,000 in contributions were made with his own
money;

6. Roger Post, a Four Sisters executive and onetime-Inn Holdings stockholder,
has failed to return telephone calls made by Committee investigators; and

7. Bie Chuan Ong invoked his Fifth Amendment privilege against self-
incrimination recently in response to the Committee’s request to depose him
under oath.

Contributions in the name of another— conduit contributions— are illegal.  The Act
provides that:

No person shall make a contribution in the name of another person or knowingly
permit his name to be used to effect such a contribution, and no person shall
knowingly accept a contribution made by one person in the name of another
person.229

In this case, Mr. Ong claimed not to have made contributions which originate from his
personal bank accounts and were made shortly after deposits totaling $40,000 were
provided by a company with ties to John Huang.  Apparently, Inn Holdings through Bie
Chuan and Lucy Jao Ong contributed $40,000 to Democratic causes in violation of the
Act.

While the ultimate source of and reason for the conduit contributions remains a
mystery, there are logical conclusions to be drawn:  Bie Chuan Ong and Lucy Jao Ong
were given $20,000 each to be used for illegal campaign contributions to the DSCC, the
Arkansas Democratic Party, the California Democratic Party, and the Michigan Democratic
Party in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f.  The Ongs’ contributions have thus far been retained
by all recipients, but they should be disgorged to the U.S. Treasury in accordance with
federal regulations and DNC practice.230

                                               
229 2 U.S.C. § 441f.
230 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex.  Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
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Joseph Chiang $20,000 and Donna Chiang $20,000 (Suspect)

Joseph Chiang is a Lippo executive who, in conjunction with his wife, Donna
Chiang, contributed $40,000 to the DNC during the 1992 election cycle.231  As of
November 25, 1992, Joseph Chiang was the executive director of China Consortium, Ltd.,
the Lippo Group’s vehicle for investments in mainland China.232  A memorandum from
John Huang to Jim H. Tuvin dated July 9, 1993, listed Felix Ma and Joseph Chiang as
points of contact at the Lippo controlled Tati Development Limited based at the Lippo
Centre in Hong Kong.233

On or about September 22, 1992, Joseph and Donna Chiang issued four checks to
the DNC totaling $40,000 in conjunction with the Gore Economic Event on September 25,
1992, as detailed below:234

Name Check Date FEC Date Recipient Amount

Joseph Chiang 09/18/92 09/28/92 DNC
$10,000

Joseph Chiang 09/22/92 10/07/92 DNC
$10,000

Donna Chiang 09/18/92 09/28/92 DNC
$10,000

                                               
231 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
232 “Asian Pacific Brief: Lippo to Take Key Stake in Chinese Venture,” The Asian Wall Street Journal,
November 25, 1992, at 4.
233 Memorandum from John Huang to Jim H. Tuvin, July 9, 1993 (Exhibit 129).
234 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998; Bank of America Check No. 7583 from Joseph S. or Donna Chiang to the DNC
Victory Fund in the Amount of $10,000, September 22, 1992 (Exhibit 130); DNC Check Tracking Form
for Bank of America Check No. 7583 from Joseph S. or Donna Chiang to the DNC Victory Fund in the
Amount of $10,000, September 22, 1992, DNC 3310331 (Exhibit 131); Bank of America Check No. 7576
from Joseph S. or Donna Chiang to the DNC Victory Fund in the Amount of $10,000, September 18, 1992,
Bank of America Check No. 7876 from Joseph S. or Donna Chiang to the DNC Victory Fund in the
Amount of $10,000, September 22, 1992, Bank of America Check No. 7872 from Joseph S. or Donna
Chiang to the DNC Victory Fund in the Amount of $10,000, September 18, 1992 (Exhibit 132); DNC
Check Tracking Form for Bank of America Check No. 7876 from Joseph S. or Donna Chiang to the DNC
Victory Fund in the Amount of $10,000, September 22, 1992, DNC 3310330 (Exhibit 133); Ex. List of
DNC Contributors for September 29, 1992, Gore Economic Event, DNC 4125867.2.  It should be noted
that Joseph Chiang listed his employer as “Merchants West” in conjunction with his October 7, 1992,
contribution to the DNC.  Merchants West is a company specializing in the export of various materials
from China.  Merchants West purchased Tons of Toys, a company co-owned by Bie Chuan Ong.
Committee Interview of Steve Richmond, July 22, 1997. All of Joseph and Donna Chiang’s contributions
for which the Committee has obtained DNC contribution information were solicited by Bob Burkett.  Ex.
131 DNC Check Tracking Form for Bank of America Check No. 7583 from Joseph S. or Donna Chiang to
the DNC Victory Fund in the Amount of $10,000, September 22, 1992, DNC 3310331; Ex. 133 DNC
Check Tracking Form for Bank of America Check No. 7876 from Joseph S. or Donna Chiang to the DNC
Victory Fund in the Amount of $10,000, September 22, 1992, DNC 3310330.
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Donna Chiang 09/22/92 10/07/92 DNC
$10,000

On September 25, 1992, the day of the Gore fund/raiser, L & W Supply Global,
Inc. (“L & W Supply”) of Anaheim, California,235 issued a check to Donna Chiang in the
amount of $40,000,236 the precise amount of the Chiangs’ contributions to the DNC.  Ms.
Chiang deposited the check into her joint account with her husband, Joseph Chiang— the
same account out of which the four contributions to the DNC were made237— that same
day,238 six days before any of the contributions checks cleared their account.239  At the time
of the deposit, the Chiangs’ checking account balance was $8,014.64.240  In sum, the funds
for the Chiangs’ contributions were provided by L & W Supply Global and thus appear to
be conduit contributions in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

The Chiangs are believed to be residing in Hong Kong.  The Committee has been
unable to contact Joseph and Donna Chiang or identify the ultimate source of the funds
used for the contributions but is continuing its review.

Again, the Chiangs’ 1992 contributions were made at the same time as the Riadys’
contributions and other illegal contributions from Lippo related individuals, e.g., Bie and
Lucy Jao Ong.  The DNC has retained the Chiangs’ contributions totaling $40,000.241

                                               
235 Donna Chiang listed L & W Supply as her employer at the time of her 1992 contributions to the DNC.
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Fund in the Amount of $10,000, September 18, 1992; Ex. 133 DNC Check Tracking Form for Bank of
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$10,000, September 22, 1992, DNC 3310330; Bank of America Account Statement of Joseph, Donna and
Josephine Chiang, October 29, 1992 (Exhibit 136).
238 Ex. 134 Bank of America Check No. 121 from L & W Supply to Donna Chiang in the Amount of
$40,000, September 25, 1992, and Bank of America Deposit Ticket of Joseph S. or Donna Chiang in the
Amount of $40,000, September 25, 1992; Bank of America Account Statement of Joseph or Donna
Chiang, September 29, 1992 (Exhibit 137).
239 Ex. 136 Bank of America Account Statement of Joseph, Donna and Josephine Chiang, October 29,
1992.
240 Ex. 137 Bank of America Account Statement of Joseph or Donna Chiang, September 29, 1992.
241 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
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However, the Chiangs’ contributions appear to be conduit contributions in violation of 2
U.S.C. § 441f  and, therefore, should be disgorged to the U.S. Treasury.242

Ricor Da Silveira $15,000 and Brenda Da Silveira $5,000 (Suspect)

Ricor Da Silveira is a Lippo executive who, in conjunction with his wife, Brenda
Da Silveira, contributed $20,000 to the DSCC and state Democratic parties— many of the
same ones targeted by the Riadys— during the 1992 election cycle.243  Ricor DaSilviera has
served as an executive for several Lippo controlled companies.244  In 1992 he served as an
executive at Hip Hing Holdings, but became Morning Star, Inc.’s  finance director after its
acquisition by Lippo on December 28, 1992.245  After Lippo sold its interest in Morning
Star on December 8, 1993, he became a director of Lippo Asia, Ltd.246  As early as
November 3, 1996, and as recent as August 12, 1997, he was serving as the managing
director of Lippo Investments Management based in Hong Kong and a director in other
Lippo related companies including Guo Tai Lippo Securities, Edmund de Rothschild Lippo
Company, Ltd., and Weyfang Yongchange Food Industries in China.247

During the period October 19-22, 1992, Ricor and Brenda DaSilviera issued four
checks to Democratic causes totaling $20,000 as detailed below:248

Name Check Date FEC Date Recipient Amount

                                               
242 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
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Ricor Da Silveira 10/19/92 10/27/92 DSCC
$5,000

Ricor Da Silveira 10/21/92 10/27/92 Michigan Democratic
Party $5,000
Ricor Da Silveira 10/22/92 10/27/92 Arkansas Democratic Party

$5,000

Brenda Da Silveira 10/19/92 10/27/92 DSCC
$5,000

Ricor Da Silveira’s annual salary as an executive of Hip Hing Holdings was between
$63,000 and $88,200 at the time of the 1992 contributions.249

Within days of issuing the checks, Ricor and Brenda Da Silveira received two wire
transfers in the amount of $9,500 and $9,300, on October 27, 1992, and October 28, 1992,
respectively into their joint account at LippoBank.250  Both wire transfers originated from
Ricor DaSilviera’s bank account at the Hong Kong Chinese Bank,251 a bank located in
Hong Kong and controlled by the Riadys and the Chinese government.252  To date, the
Committee has received no cooperation from any foreign banks or foreign governments in
obtaining bank records which would enable to the Committee to trace the ultimate origin of
the funds.

The Committee has been unable to contact Ricor and Brenda Da Silveira or identify
the ultimate source of the funds used for the contributions but is continuing its review.  The
DSCC, the Arkansas Democratic Party, and the Michigan Democratic Party have retained
the Da Silveiras’ contributions.253  However, the Da Silveiras’ contributions are suspect
and, therefore, the contributions should be disgorged to the U.S. Treasury.254

David Yeh $20,000 and Christina Yeh $20,000 (Suspect)

David Yeh is a Lippo executive who, in conjunction with his wife, Christina Yeh,
contributed $40,000 to the DNC during the 1992 election cycle.255  David Yeh’s
relationship with the Riadys predates 1984 at which time the Directors of Worthen Bank

                                               
249 Ex.  116 Hip Hing Holdings Payroll Records, HHH 5761, HHH 5758, and HHH 0266.
250 LippoBank Wire Transfer Records of Ricor F. Da Silviera, October 27, 1992 (Exhibit 142) and
LippoBank Wire Transfer Records of Ricor F. Da Silviera, October 28, 1992 (Exhibit 143).
251 Id..
252 Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign
Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , S. Rep. No. 167, 195 th Cong., 2d Sess., vol. 1,
1120 (1998).
253 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
254 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex.  Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
255 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
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based in Little Rock, Arkansas, named James Riady president.256  Worthen then allowed
Riady to bring some of his Lippo employees from Asia to Little Rock.257  One member of
that team was David Yeh who was placed in charge of Worthen’s international division
with offices in New York and Los Angeles.258  In that position, Yeh earned $187,000, one
of the five highest paid officers at Worthen.259  In late 1986, Yeh was fired by the Worthen
board, and the Worthen international unit was dissolved.260

In the early 1990s, David Yeh served as the president of LippoBank, Los
Angeles,261 and in September 1993, he served as the Managing Director of Lippo Realty,
Ltd. believed to be located in Hong Kong.262

On or about August 18, 1992, David and Christina Yeh issued eight checks to the
DNC totaling $40,000 in conjunction with the Gore Economic Event fund-raiser held on
September 29, 1992, as detailed below:263

                                               
256 Paul Sperry, “National Issue Worthen: A Riady Piggy Bank?,” Investor’s Business Daily, December 30,
1996, at A1.
257 Id.
258 Id.
259 Id.
260 Id.
261 Committee Interview of Bie Chuan Ong, September 9, 1997.
262 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998; see generally Susan Schmidt and Sharon LaFraniere, “Counsel Probes Lippo Links at
White House,” Washington Post, March 5, 1997, at A1.
263 Bank of America Check No. 206 from David and Christina M.K. Yeh to the DNC Victory Fund in the
Amount of $5,000, August 3, 1992, Bank of America Check No. 207 from David and Christina M.K. Yeh
to the DNC Victory Fund in the Amount of $5,000, August 8, 1992, and Bank of America Check No. 209
from David and Christina M.K. Yeh to the DNC Victory Fund in the Amount of $5,000, August 18, 1992
(Exhibit 144); Bank of America Check No. 249 from David and Christina M.K. Yeh to Woo for Mayor in
the Amount of $1,000, May 23, 1993, Bank of America Check No. 245 from David and Christina M.K.
Yeh to Woo for Mayor in the Amount of $1,000, May 22, 1993, and Bank of America Check No. 208 from
David and Christina M.K. Yeh to the DNC Victory Fund in the Amount of $5,000, August 18, 1992
(Exhibit 145); DNC Check Tracking Form for Bank of America Check No. 208 from David and Christina
M. K. Yeh to the DNC Victory Fund in the Amount of $5,000, August 18, 1992, DNC 3310341 (Exhibit
146); DNC Check Tracking Form for Bank of America Check No. 209 from David and Christina M. K.
Yeh to the DNC Victory Fund in the Amount of $5,000, August 18, 1992, DNC 3310342 (Exhibit 147);
DNC Check Tracking Form for LippoBank Check No. 943 from David and Christina M. K. Yeh to the
DNC Victory Fund in the Amount of $5,000, August 23, 1992, DNC 3310339 (Exhibit 148); DNC Check
Tracking Form for LippoBank Check No. 944 from David and Christina M. K. Yeh to the DNC Victory
Fund in the Amount of $5,000, August 28, 1992, DNC 3310340 (Exhibit 149); List of DNC Contributors
for September 29, 1992, Gore Economic Event, DNC 4125867.2 and DNC 4125867.3 (Exhibit 150);
http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.  All of David and Christina Yeh’s 1992 contributions for which the Committee has
obtained DNC contribution information were solicited by Bob Burkett.  Ex. 146 DNC Check Tracking
Form for Bank of America Check No. 208 from David and Christina M. K. Yeh to the DNC Victory Fund
in the Amount of $5,000, August 18, 1992, DNC 3310341; Ex. 147 DNC Check Tracking Form for Bank
of America Check No. 209 from David and Christina M. K. Yeh to the DNC Victory Fund in the Amount
of $5,000, August 18, 1992, DNC 3310342; Ex. 148 DNC Check Tracking Form for Bank of America
Check No. 943 from David and Christina M. K. Yeh to the DNC Victory Fund in the Amount of $5,000,
August 23, 1992, DNC 3310339; Ex. 149 DNC Check Tracking Form for Bank of America Check No. 944
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Name Check Date FEC Date Recipient Amount

David Yeh 08/03/92 09/29/92 DNC
$5,000

David Yeh 08/08/92 09/29/92 DNC
$5,000

David Yeh 08/18/92 10/07/92 DNC
$5,000

David Yeh 08/18/92 10/07/92 DNC
$5,000

Christina Yeh 09/29/92 DNC
$5,000

Christina Yeh 09/29/92 DNC
$5,000

Christina Yeh 10/07/92 DNC
$5,000

Christina Yeh 10/07/92 DNC
$5,000

On September 21, 1992— before any of his 1992 contribution checks to the DNC
cleared his account264— David Yeh received a wire transfer in the amount of $19,985 into
his checking account at Bank of America.265  His account balance was $3,368.63 at the
time of the transfer.266  The wire transfer originated from an unidentified account within the
United States.267

Christina Yeh made her 1992 contributions from her and David Yeh’s checking
account at LippoBank.268  The Committee has subpoenaed her bank records and is
awaiting their delivery.
                                                                                                                                            
from David and Christina M. K. Yeh to the DNC Victory Fund in the Amount of $5,000, August 28, 1992,
DNC 3310340. David Yeh’s annual salary as an executive of Hip Hing Holdings was $73,333 as of
December 28, 1990.  Ex. 116 Hip Hing Holdings Payroll Records, HHH 5761 and HHH 5758.
264 Bank of America Account Statement for David and Christina M.K. Yeh, October 8, 1992 (Exhibit 151);
Bank of America Account Statement for David and Christina M.K. Yeh, November 5, 1992 (Exhibit 152).
265 Ex. 151 Bank of America Account Statement for David and Christina M.K. Yeh, October 8, 1992.  In
addition to David and Christina Yeh, Lippo employee Ricor Da Silveira is a signatory on the personal
checking account of the Yehs held at Bank of America.  Bank of America Master Agreement (Exhibit
153).
266 Id.
267 Bank of America was unable to locate the wire transfer report for this transaction.  Bank of America
Subpoena Processing Department No. 5473 List of Requested Items Not Produced to the Committee,
September 29, 1998 (Exhibit 154).  As a result, the only information available to the Committee regarding
this $19,985 wire transfer is detailed on the account statement.  The wire transfer appears to be a
domestically initiated transaction rather than an internationally initiated transaction because it is described
as a “fedwire” rather than an “international money transfer,” the description given to wire transfers
originating abroad.  Ex. 151 Bank of America Account Statement for David and Christina M.K. Yeh,
October 8, 1992; cf. Bank of America Account Statement for David and Christina M.K. Yeh, October 7,
1993 (Exhibit 155).
268 See Ex. 148 DNC Check Tracking Form for LippoBank Check No. 943 from David and Christina M.
K. Yeh to the DNC Victory Fund in the Amount of $5,000, August 23, 1992, DNC 3310339; Ex. 149 DNC
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In addition to the foregoing, the Yehs contributed an additional $20,000 to the
DNC269 and $12,000 to congressional and senatorial candidates between 1990 and 1994.270

The Yehs’ 1993 contributions to the DNC totaling $20,000 were made in conjunction with
the September 27, 1993, dinner featuring Vice President Al Gore.271  Both David and

                                                                                                                                            
Check Tracking Form for LippoBank Check No. 944 from David and Christina M. K. Yeh to the DNC
Victory Fund in the Amount of $5,000, August 28, 1992, DNC 3310340.
269 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.  On September 28, 1993— before his September 27, 1993, check to the DNC cleared
his account, David Yeh received a wire transfer in the amount of $20,000 into his checking account at the
Bank of America.  Bank of America Check No. 0104 from David and Christina M. K. Yeh to the DNC in
the Amount of $10,000, September 27, 1993, and Bank of America Check No. 0105 from David and
Christina M. K. Yeh to the DNC in the Amount of $10,000, September 27, 1993 (Exhibit 156); Ex. Bank
of America Account Statement for David and Christina M.K. Yeh, October 7, 1993; Bank of America
Account Statement of David and Christina M. K. Yeh, November 5, 1993 (Exhibit 157); Bank of America
Wire Transfer Report of David and Christina M.K. Yeh, September 28, 1993 (Exhibit 158).  His account
balance was $13,050.47 at the time of the transfer.  Ex. 155 Bank of America Account Statement for David
and Christina M.K. Yeh, October 7, 1993.  The wire transfer originated from what appears to be David
Yeh’s bank account at the Hong Kong Chinese Bank, a bank located in Hong Kong and controlled by the
Riadys and the Chinese government.  Ex. 158 Bank of America Wire Transfer Report of David and
Christina M.K. Yeh, September 28, 1993; Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection
with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , S. Rep.
No. 167, 195th Cong., 2d Sess., vol. 1,  1120 (1998).
270 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998; David Yeh: September 28, 1990, $1,000 to Sen. Harvey B. Gantt; June 10, 1993,
$1,000 to Sen. Charles S. Robb; October 15, 1993, $10,000 to the DNC; October 25, 1993, $1,000 to Sen.
James R. Sasser (D-TN); December 23, 1993, $1,000 to Sen. Larry Pressler (R-SD); May 23, 1994, $1,000
to Rep. Joseph P. Kennedy (D-MA-8); September 30, 1994, $1,000 to Rep. Mark Takano (D-CA-43);
October 11, 1994, $2,000 to the Effective Government Committee.  Christina Yeh: June 10, 1993, $1,000
to Sen. Charles S. Robb (D-VA); October 15, 1993, $10,000 to the DNC; October 25, 1993, $1,000 to Sen.
James R. Sasser (D-TN); December 23, 1993, $1,000 to Sen. Larry Pressler (R-SD); May 23, 1994, $1,000
to Rep. Joseph P. Kennedy (D-MA-8); Ex. Bank of America Check No. 0104 from David and Christina M.
K. Yeh to the DNC in the Amount of $10,000, September 27, 1993, and Bank of America Check No. 0105
from David and Christina M. K. Yeh to the DNC in the Amount of $10,000, September 27, 1993; DNC
Check Tracking Form for Bank of America Check No. 0104 from David and Christina M. K. Yeh to the
DNC in the Amount of $10,000, September 27, 1993, DNC 0039320 (Exhibit 159); DNC Check Tracking
Form for Bank of America Check No. 0105 from David and Christina M. K. Yeh to the DNC in the
Amount of $10,000, September 27, 1993, DNC 0039322 (Exhibit 160).  See also Bank of America Check
No. 283 from David and Christina M.K. Yeh to Citizens for Joe Kennedy in the Amount of $1,000, April
18, 1994, Bank of America Check No. 285 from David and Christina M.K. Yeh to Citizens for Joe
Kennedy in the Amount of $1,000, April 18, 1994, and Bank of America Check No. 0112 from David and
Christina M.K. Yeh to Gray Davis 1994 Committee in the Amount of $1,000, November 30, 1993 (Exhibit
161); Bank of America Check No. 0115 from David and Christina M.K. Yeh to Friends of Larry Pressler
in the Amount of $1,000, December 1, 1993, Bank of America Check No. 0117 from David and Christina
M.K. Yeh to Friends of Larry Pressler in the Amount of $1,000, December 1, 1993, and Bank of America
Check No. 0114 from David and Christina M.K. Yeh to Gray Davis 1994 Committee in the Amount of
$1,000, November 30, 1993 (Exhibit 162); Bank of America Check No. 0101 from David and Christina
M.K. Yeh to Sasser for Senate Committee in the Amount of $1,000, September 16, 1993, Bank of America
Check No. 246 from David and Christina M.K. Yeh to Friends of Robb for Senate in the Amount of
$1,000, May 22, 1993, and Bank of America Check No. 250 from David and Christina M.K. Yeh to Robb
for Senate in the Amount of $1,000, May 23, 1993 (Exhibit 163).
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Christina Yehs’ $10,000 contributions were solicited by John Huang.272  According to
DNC documents relating to that event, David Yeh was a “permanent U.S. citizen living
abroad” at the time of the contribution.273

Former Lippo executive Bie Chuan Ong told Committee counsels that he knows
David Yeh but is unaware of any fund-raising activities by Yeh and is unaware of his
current employment.274  The Committee believes that David and Christina Yeh are
currently residing in Hong Kong and have been there since 1992.275  According to press
accounts and former Lippo executive Charles DeQueljoe, as of June 1998, David Yeh was
serving as Executive Director of Lippo Limited in Hong Kong.276

In recent interrogatories to the DNC, the Committee requested information
regarding contributions made by David Yeh.  The DNC responded:

To our knowledge, the referenced contribution from David Yeh does not fall into
any of the seven categories involved in the DNC’s review of prior contributions . . .
.  Further, no information has been brought to our attention calling into question
the legality or appropriateness of Mr. Yeh’s contribution.277

The same response was given regarding Christina Yeh’s contributions.278  The DNC has
retained the Yehs’ contributions.

The Committee has been unable to identify the ultimate source of the funds used for
the contributions because the Yehs are residing outside the United States, but the
Committee is continuing its review of their contributions.  That fact notwithstanding, on
March 19, 1997, House Minority Leader Dick Gephardt returned $22,000 in campaign
contributions, which included $2,000 contributed by Lippo executive David Yeh.279

Gephardt returned an additional $10,500 contributed by other individuals with ties to
Lippo, including Agus Setiawan, $2,000; Joseph Sund, $2,500; Susanto Widjaja, $1,000;
and Charles and Susan DeQueljoe, $5,000.280  According to Gephardt’s press secretary,
Laura Nichols, “[Gephardt] didn’t feel it would be appropriate to retain those contributions
. . . .  There is a question about the actual source of these funds.”281

                                                                                                                                            
271 Ex. 159 DNC Check Tracking Form for Bank of America Check No. 0104 from David and Christina
M. K. Yeh to the DNC in the Amount of $10,000, September 27, 1993, DNC 0039320; Ex. 160 DNC
Check Tracking Form for Bank of America Check No. 0105 from David and Christina M. K. Yeh to the
DNC in the Amount of $10,000, September 27, 1993, DNC 0039322.
272 Id.
273 Id.
274 Committee Interview of Bie Chuan Ong, September 9, 1997.
275 Committee Interview of Betty Wong, August 18, 1997.
276 Joseph Lo, “Lippo Chief Rules Out Expansion,” South China Morning Post, June 30, 1998, at 2; see
also, Committee Deposition of Charles DeQueljoe, 53-54.
277 DNC Responses to the Committee’s June 23, 1998, Interrogatories, August 6, 1998, 19-20.
278 Id. at 18-19.
279 “Gephardt Returns $22,000,” Associated Press, March 19, 1997.
280 Id.
281 Id. (emphasis added).
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FEC data indicates that David and Christina Yeh each contributed $1,000 to
Senator Larry Pressler in December 1993.282  Senator Pressler returned the Yehs’
contributions in October 1996,283 apparently upon learning of their potential link to the
Lippo Group.284  In May 1994, Rep. Joseph Kennedy received $1,000 contributions from
both David and Christina Yeh but returned the contributions in February and March 1997
respectively.285

As previously indicated, the DNC has retained the Yehs’ contributions totaling
$60,000.  However, applying the DNC’s own standards of review, given the unavailability
of the Yehs and the questionable status of these contributions, the DNC should follow the
practice of House Minority Leader Richard Gephardt, Rep. Joseph Kennedy and Senator
Pressler: the Yehs’ contributions are suspect and, therefore, should be disgorged to the
U.S. Treasury.286

Felix Ma $15,000 and Mary Ma $25,000 (Suspect)

During August and September 1992, Felix Ma, a Lippo executive,287 in conjunction
with his wife, Mary Ma, issued eight checks to the DSCC and various state Democratic
parties— many of the same ones targeted by the Riadys— totaling $40,000 as detailed
below:288

                                               
282 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
283 Id.
284 Rapid City Journal, March 16, 1997.
285 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
286 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex.  Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
287 See Memorandum from John Huang to M.C. Lee and Felix Ma, August 24, 1993, (Exhibit 164).
288 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998; DNC Check Tracking Form for LippoBank Check No. 189 from Felix or Mary L. M.
Ma to the Ohio State Democratic Party Federal Account in the Amount of $5,000, September 30, 1992
(Exhibit 165); Ohio State Democratic Party Check Tracking Form for Check No. 239 from Felix or Mary
L. M. Ma to the Ohio State Democratic Party in the Amount of $5,000, September 20, 1992 (Exhibit 166);
LippoBank Check No. 239 from Felix or Mary L. M. Ma to the Ohio State Democratic Party in the
Amount of $5,000, September 20, 1992 (Exhibit 167); LippoBank Check No. 195 from Felix or Mary L.
M. Ma to the DSCC in the Amount of $5,000, September 25, 1992, and LippoBank Check No. 196 from
Felix or Mary L. M. Ma to the DSCC in the Amount of $5,000, September 30, 1992 (Exhibit 168);
LippoBank Check No. 194 from Felix or Mary L. M. Ma to the Michigan State Democratic Party in the
Amount of $5,000, September 15, 1992 (Exhibit 169); LippoBank Check No. 189 from Felix or Mary L.
M. Ma to the Ohio State Democratic Party in the Amount of $5,000, September 30, 1992, LippoBank
Check No. 186 from Felix or Mary L. M. Ma to the DSCC in the Amount of $5,000, August 30, 1992, and
LippoBank Check No. 187 from Felix or Mary L. M. Ma to the Michigan State Democratic Party in the
Amount of $5,000, September 10, 1992 (Exhibit 170); LippoBank Checking Account Statement of Felix
Ma or Mary L.M. Ma, September 25, 1992 (Exhibit 171); LippoBank Checking Account Statement of
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Name Check Date FEC Date Recipient Amount

Felix Ma 08/30/92 10/23/92 DSCC
$5,000

Felix Ma 09/10/92 10/23/92 Michigan Democratic
Party $5,000
Felix Ma 09/30/92 10/23/92 Ohio Democratic Party

$5,000

Mary Ma 09/15/92 10/27/92 Michigan Democratic
Party $5,000
Mary Ma 09/25/92 10/22/92 DSCC

$5,000289

Mary Ma 09/30/92 DSCC
$5,000290

Mary Ma 10/23/92 Missouri Democratic Party
$5,000291

Mary Ma 10/28/92 Ohio Democratic Party
$5,000

On the DNC’s information card for Felix Ma’s contribution to the Ohio Democratic party,
he described himself as the Director of Lippo Hong Kong292 and as of March 1993,
continued to serve in that position.293

The funds used for the $40,000 in contributions detailed above appear to have
originated, at least in part, with California Land Merchants, a company currently under
review by the Committee.294  A check issued by California Land Merchants totaling

                                                                                                                                            
Felix Ma or Mary L.M. Ma, October 26, 1992 (Exhibit 172);  LippoBank Checking Account Statement of
Felix Ma or Mary L.M. Ma, November 25, 1992 (Exhibit 173).
289 Contrary to FEC data, bank records indicate that this contribution was made by Mary Ma not Felix Ma.
This discrepancy appears to be an administrative error.  Ex. 168 LippoBank Check No. 195 from Felix or
Mary L. M. Ma to the DSCC in the Amount of $5,000, September 25, 1992.
290 The FEC data does not list Mary Ma’s $5,000 contribution to the DSCC although her bank records
indicate that she did contribute to the DSCC, and the DSCC did negotiate the check.  This appears to be an
administrative error.  See Ex. 168 LippoBank Check No. 196 from Felix or Mary L. M. Ma to the DSCC in
the Amount of $5,000, September 30, 1992.
291 The FEC data indicates that Felix Ma contributed $5,000 to the Missouri Democratic Party, but the
Mas’ bank records do not confirm that.  This appears to be an administrative error.  http://wyl.ewg.org,
Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated September 10, 1998.
292 Ex. 165 DNC Check Tracking Form for LippoBank Check No. 189 from Felix or Mary L. M. Ma to the
Ohio State Democratic Party Federal Account in the Amount of $5,000, September 30, 1992.
293 Kenneth Ko, “Henderson in $2.43b Yantai deal,” South China Morning Post, March 27, 1993, at 2.
294 A deposit of check no. 295 from California Land Merchants in the amount of $15,000 was deposited
into the LippoBank account of Felix and Mary Ma on September 3, 1992.  The check bounced and was re-
deposited on September 10, 1992. Ex. 171 LippoBank Checking Account Statement of Felix Ma or Mary
L.M. Ma, September 25, 1992; LippoBank Deposit Ticket in the Amount of $15,000 of Felix Ma or Mary
L.M. Ma, September 3, 1992, and Sierra National Bank Check No. 295 from California Land Merchants to
Felix and Mary Ma in the Amount of $15,000, September 1, 1992, (Exhibit 174); LippoBank Deposit
Ticket of Felix Ma or Mary L.M. Ma in the Amount of $15,000, September 10, 1992, and Sierra National
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$15,000 was deposited into the LippoBank account of Felix and Mary Ma on September
10, 1992.295  An additional $15,000 from an unidentified source was deposited in that same
account on September 2, 1992.296

On August 24, 1993, John Huang wrote a memorandum to Felix Ma which states
in pertinent part:

Senator Larry Pressler is coming to Shanghai.  See if we might be able to arrange a
dinner in Shanghai for him on Tuesday, August 31, 1993 at 6:00 p.m.297

FEC data indicates that Felix and Mary Ma each contributed $1,000 to Senator Larry
Pressler in December 1993.298  Senator Pressler returned the Mas’ contributions in October
1996299 apparently upon learning of their link to the Lippo Group.300  In addition to the
foregoing, the Mas contributed $20,000 to the DNC and $15,500 to congressional and
senatorial candidates between 1993 and 1995.301

In recent interrogatories to the DNC, the Committee requested information
regarding contributions made by Felix Ma.  The DNC responded:

                                                                                                                                            
Bank Check from California Land Merchants to Felix and Mary Ma in the Amount of $15,000, September
1, 1992, (Exhibit 175).
295 Id.
296 LippoBank Deposit Ticket of Felix Ma or Mary L.M. Ma in the Amount of $15,000, September 2, 1992,
and a Check to Felix or Mary Ma from an Illegible Source in the Amount of $15,000, Date Illegible,
(Exhibit 176).
297 Ex.  Memorandum from John Huang to M.C. Lee and Felix Ma, August 24, 1993.
298 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
299 Id.
300 Rapid City Journal, March 16, 1997.
301 Felix Ma: June 10, 1993, $1,000 to Sen. Charles S. Robb (D-VA); July 17, 1993, $1,000 to Rep. Gary
L. Ackerman (D-NY-7); August 10, 1993, $1,000 to Sen. Harris L. Wofford (D-PA); October 15, 1993,
$10,000 to the DNC; October 25, 1993, $1,000 to Sen. James R. Sasser (D-TN); December 6, 1993, $1,000
to Sen. Edward M. Kennedy (D-MA); May 23, 1994, $2,000 to Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-CA); May 23,
1994, $500 to Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-CA); July 18, 1994, $1,000 to Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-CA).
Mary Ma: June 10, 1993, $1,000 to Sen. Charles S. Robb (D-VA); July 17, 1993, $1,000 to Rep. Gary L.
Ackerman (D-NY-7); October 25, 1993, $1,000 to Sen. James R. Sasser (D-TN); May 23, 1994, $2,000 to
Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-CA); May 23, 1994, $500 to Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-CA); July 18, 1994,
$1,000 to Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-CA); October 15, 1993, $10,000 to the DNC; December 8, 1995, $500
to John C. Edwards (D-AR-2).  http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled
from FEC Data, Last Updated September 10, 1998; DNC Check Tracking Form for LippoBank Check No.
258 from Felix Ma or Mary L. M. Ma to the DNC in the Amount of $10,000, September 30, 1993, DNC
0039321 (Exhibit 177); DNC Check Tracking Form for LippoBank Check No. 259 from Felix Ma or Mary
L. M. Ma to the DNC in the Amount of $10,000, September 30, 1993, DNC 0039319 (Exhibit 178); Ex.
LippoBank Checking Account Statement of Felix Ma or Mary L.M. Ma, October 25, 1993 (Exhibit 179);
LippoBank Check No. 258 from Felix Ma or Mary L. M. Ma to the DNC in the Amount of $10,000,
September 30, 1993, and LippoBank Check No. 259 from Felix Ma or Mary L. M. Ma to the DNC in the
Amount of $10,000, September 30, 1993 (Exhibit 180).
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To our knowledge, the referenced contribution from Mr. Ma does not fall into any
of the seven categories involved in the DNC’s review of prior contributions . . . .
Further, no information has been brought to our attention calling into question the
legality or appropriateness of the referenced contribution.302

The same response was given regarding Mary Ma’s contributions.303  As is evident from
their response, the DNC has retained the Mas’ contributions.

The Committee has been unable to locate Felix and Mary Ma or identify the
ultimate source of the funds used for the contributions but is continuing its review.
However, on March 10, 1997, Sen. Dianne Feinstein announced the return of $12,000 in
contributions to her senatorial campaign which included $2,000 contributed by Felix Ma
and $2,000 by Mary Ma.304  Feinstein also returned an additional $8,000 contributed by
other individuals with ties to Lippo, including Joseph Sund, $2,000; Charles DeQueljoe,
$2,000; Susan Hene-DeQueljoe, $2,000; and Kenneth Wynn, $2,000.305  According to Bill
Chandler, Feinstein’s state director based in San Francisco, “[t]he senator believes these
contributions to be legal but because of the uproar over LippoBank she wanted to exert
extreme caution and return the funds . . . .  These are all the contributions we know to be
related to Lippo Bank.”306

In December 1993, Sen. Edward M. Kennedy received a $1,000 contribution from
Felix Ma but returned the contribution in December 1996.307  The DNC, DSCC, the Ohio
Democratic Party, the Michigan Democratic Party and the Missouri Democratic Party have
retained the Mas’ contributions.308  However, applying the DNC’s own standards of
review, given the unavailability of the Mas and the questionable status of these
contributions, the DNC, DSCC and state parties should follow the practice of Senators
Feinstein,  Kennedy and Pressler: the Mas’ contributions are suspect and, therefore, should
be disgorged to the U.S. Treasury.309

Joseph Sund $20,000 (Suspect)

Joseph Sund is a Lippo executive who contributed $20,000 to Democratic
causes— again many of the same ones targeted by the Riadys— during the 1992 election
                                               
302 DNC’s Responses to the Committee’s June 23, 1998, Interrogatories, August 6, 1998, at 16-17.
303 Id. at 17-18.
304 Judy Holland and Charles J. Lewis, “China Donor Saga Widens: Boxer, Pelosi Say They, Too, Were
Warned by FBI,” San Francisco Examiner, March 10, 1997, at A1.
305 Id.
306 Id.
307 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
308 See Id.
309 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex.  Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
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cycle.310  Joseph Sund has served as an executive for a variety of Lippo controlled
companies including Tati Group Limited of Hong Kong.311  As of December 31, 1996,
Sund was employed in the Lippo Group’s real estate brokerage office in Beijing, China.312

Sund, simultaneous with his employment at Lippo, served as President of Pacific Trade
Enterprises, Inc., a New York corporation, as late as September 30, 1993.313

During the period September 23-30, 1992, Joseph Sund issued three checks to
Democratic causes totaling $20,000 as detailed below:314

Name Check Date FEC Date Recipient Amount

Joseph Sund 09/24/92 09/28/92 DNC
$10,000

Joseph Sund 09/30/92 10/21/92 Arkansas Democratic Party
$5,000

Joseph Sund 10/23/92 Michigan Democratic Party
$5,000

The extent of Joseph Sund’s other fund-raising activity is unclear.  However, on
August 26, 1993, LippoBank employee Dewi C. Tirto wrote a memorandum to Joseph
Sund which states in pertinent part:

John Huang asked me to inform you that Senator Pressler will be staying at [sic]
Portman Hotel in Shanghai.   FYI, the following are Committee assignments of
Senator Pressler:
- Commerce, Science & Transportation
- Foreign Relations
- Juciary [sic]
- Small Business
- Special Aging315

                                               
310 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
311 Ex.  128 Memorandum from Joseph Sund  to John Huang, March 23, 1993, HHH 4578 and HHH 4579;
Memorandum from Joseph Sund to John Huang, April 9, 1993, HHH 4589 (Exhibit 181).
312 Gwen Lyle and Mark Wu, “China: Housing Construction Market,” Industry Sector Analysis, December
31, 1996.
313 New York Department of State, Corporate Records.
314 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998; Ex. List of DNC Contributors for September 29, 1992, Gore Economic Event, DNC
4125867.2; DNC Finance Executive Summary for Joseph T. Sund, April 24, 1998, DNC 4368568 (Exhibit
182);  Independence Savings Bank Check No. 104 from Joseph Tat Sund to the Michigan State Democratic
Party/Federal Account in the Amount of $5,000, September 30, 1992, Independence Savings Bank Check
No. 105 from Joseph Tat Sund to the DNC Victory Fund in the Amount of $10,000, September 24, 1992,
and Independence Savings Bank Check No. 106 from Joseph Tat Sund to the Arkansas State Democratic
Party in the Amount of $5,000, September 23, 1992 (Exhibit 183); DNC Check Tracking Form for
Independence Savings Bank Check No. 105 from Joseph Tat Sund to the DNC Victory Fund in the
Amount of $10,000, September 24, 1992, DNC 3310338 (Exhibit 184).  The Committee has received DNC
contribution information only for Sund’s 1992 contribution to the DNC, which was solicited by Bob
Burkett.  Id.
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FEC data indicates that Joseph and his wife Hylen Sund each contributed $1,000 to
Senator Larry Pressler in December 1993.316  Senator Pressler returned the Sunds’
contributions in October 1996, apparently upon learning of their potential link to the Lippo
Group.317  In addition to the foregoing, the Sunds contributed $20,000 to the DNC and
$13,500 to congressional and senatorial candidates.318

In recent interrogatories to the DNC, the Committee requested information
regarding a contribution made by Joseph Sund.  The DNC responded:

To our knowledge, the referenced contribution from Joseph Sund does not fall into
any of the seven categories involved in the DNC’s review of prior contributions . . .
.  Further, no information has been brought to our attention calling into question
the legality or appropriateness of Mr. Sund’s contribution.319

As is evident from their response, the DNC has retained Joseph Sund’s contributions.

The Committee has located Joseph Sund who— according to his attorney— is
residing in China and is currently engaged in discussions with his attorneys to secure his
testimony.  The Committee has thus far been unable to identify the ultimate source of the
funds used for the contributions due to lack of cooperation from Sund, but is continuing its
review.  That fact notwithstanding, as detailed earlier, on March 19, 1997, House Minority
Leader Dick Gephardt returned $22,000 in campaign contributions which included $2,500
contributed by former Lippo executive Joseph Sund.320  Similarly, Joseph Sund’s $2,000
contribution to Senator Dianne Feinstein was one of six returned in March 1997 because of
the contributors’ ties to the Lippo Group.321  Apparently, Senator Feinstein, like Rep.
                                                                                                                                            
315 Memorandum from Dewi C. Tirto to Joseph Sund, August 26, 1993, HHH 4588 (Exhibit 185).
316 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
317 Id.
318 Id.; Manufacturers Hanover Check No. 4107 from Joseph Sund and Hylen Sund to the DNC in the
Amount of $5,000, September 27, 1993, DNC 0102552 (Exhibit 186); Manufacturers Hanover Check No.
4108 from Joseph Sund and Hylen Sund to the DNC in the Amount of $5,000, September 30, 1993, DNC
0102553 (Exhibit 187); Manufacturers Hanover Check No. 211 from Pacific Trade Enterprises, Inc. to the
DNC in the Amount of $10,000, September 28, 1993, DNC 0102895 (Exhibit 188) (Joseph Sund
contributed $10,000 to the DNC on September 30, 1993, through his company Pacific Trade Enterprises,
Inc. ); http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last
Updated September 10, 1998.  Joseph Sund: June 30, 1993, $1,000 to Sen. Charles S. Robb (D-VA); July
7, 1993, $1,000 to Rep. Gary L. Ackerman (D-NY-7); July 15, 1993, $1,000 to Sen. Paul Simon (D-IL);
August 10, 1993, $1,000 to Sen. Harris L. Wofford (D-PA); September 30, 1993, $5,000 to the DNC;
September 30, 1993, $5,000 to the DNC; May 24, 1994, $5,000 to Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-CA); October
11, 1994, $2,500 to the Effective Government Committee.  Hylen Sund: June 10, 1993, $1,000 to Sen.
Charles S. Robb (D-VA); July 1, 1994, $2,000 to Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-CA).  Joseph Sund contributed
$10,000 to the DNC on September 30, 1993, through his company Pacific Trade Enterprises, Inc.
319 DNC’s Responses to the Committee’s June 23, 1998, Interrogatories, August 6, 1998, at 10-11.
320 “Gephardt Returns $22,000,” Associated Press, March 19, 1997, at A37.
321 “China Donor Saga Widens: Boxer, Pelosi Say They, Too, Were Warned by FBI,” San Francisco
Examiner, March 10, 1997.
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Gephardt, had concerns over the ultimate source of the funds, although Senator Feinstein
has yet to return the $2,000 contributed to her campaign by Hylen Sund in 1994.322

The DNC, the Arkansas Democratic Party and the Michigan Democratic Party have
retained Joseph Sund’s contributions.323  However, applying the DNC’s own standards of
review, given the unavailability of Sund and the questionable status of these contributions,
the DNC and state parties should follow the practice of House Minority Leader Richard
Gephardt, Senator Feinstein and Senator Pressler:  Sund’s contributions are suspect and,
therefore, should be disgorged to the U.S. Treasury.324

C. Contributions by Lippo Controlled Entities
During the 1994 Election Cycle

Hip Hing Holdings $22,500, San Jose Holdings $15,000
and Toy Center Holdings $17,500 (Suspect)

On September 27, 1993, the DNC held a fund-raiser in Los Angeles featuring Vice
President Al Gore.325  In addition to John and Jane Huang, Agus Setiawan, then-Vice
President of Marketing for LippoBank, and Jueren Shen, a foreign national and Chairman
of the China Resources Group— a company owned and operated by the Communist
Chinese government and identified as a Chinese intelligence gathering operation326— were
also in attendance.327  In conjunction with this event, three Lippo-related companies
contributed a total of $45,000 to the DNC as detailed below:

On September 23, 1993, in conjunction with this event, Lippo Group subsidiaries
Hip Hing Holdings, San Jose Holdings, Inc. (“San Jose Holdings”) and Toy Center
Holdings of California, Inc. (“Toy Center Holdings”)328 each contributed $15,000 to the
DNC under the signature of then-Lippo executives John Huang and Agus Setiawan.329

                                               
322 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
323 Id.
324 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex.  Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
325 Letter from John Huang to Jack Quinn, October 7, 1993, EOP 049490 (Exhibit 189); Karatz Residence
DNC Reception Logistics and Guest List, EOP 000959-EOP 000964 (Exhibit 190).
326 Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign
Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , S. Rep. No. 167, 195 th Cong., 2d Sess., vol. 2,
2504 (1998).
327 Ex. 190 Karatz Residence DNC Reception Logistics and Guest List, EOP 000959-EOP 000964.
328 List of Directors and Officers for Lippo Group Companies in USA, June 1, 1990, HHH 0850, HHH
0847, and HHH 0849 (Exhibit 191); see also Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection
with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , S. Rep.
No. 167, 195th Cong., 2d Sess., vol. 2, 2504 (1998) (citing Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in
Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign Before the Senate Committee on Governmental
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Hip Hing Holdings also contributed $2,500 to the DNC on May 29, 1993,330 and $5,000 to
the California Democratic Party on September 29, 1993.331  On May 28, 1993, Toy Center
Holdings contributed an additional $2,500 to the DNC.332  All three subsidiaries generated
negative net income for the fiscal year ending December 31, 1993, during which the
contributions were made.

According to documents produced to the Committee, during the fiscal year ending
December 31, 1993, Hip Hing Holdings generated a gross income of only $35,200 and a
negative net income of $-493,802.93.333  Of its $35,200 in gross income, $32,960 was
expended on “Contribution [sic] and Donations.”334  Hip Hing Holdings’ only asset at the
time of the contribution was a vacant parking lot in Los Angeles.335

San Jose Holdings, a real estate holding company,336 generated a gross income of
$172,108 and a negative net income of $-65,177.09.337  Of its $172,108 in gross income,
$35,150 was expended on “Contribution[s] and Donations.”338

Finally, Toy Center Holdings generated a gross income of $132,404.24 and a
negative net income of $-26,886.67.339  Of its $132,404.24 in gross income, $33,550 was

                                                                                                                                            
Affairs, 105th Cong., 1st Sess., Part II, S. Hrg. 105-300, 13 (1998) (Testimony of Juliana Utomo, July 15,
1997).
329 DNC Check Tracking Form for LippoBank Check No. 2626 from Hip Hing Holdings to the DNC in the
Amount of $15,000, September 23, 1993, DNC 0102897 (Exhibit 192); DNC Check Tracking Form for
LippoBank Check No. 1692 from San Jose Holdings to the DNC in the Amount of $15,000, September 27,
1993, DNC 0102898 (Exhibit 193); DNC Check Tracking Form for LippoBank Check No. 1458 from Toy
Center Holdings to the DNC in the Amount of $15,000, September 23, 1993, DNC 0102896 (Exhibit 194).
According to FEC data, Toy Center Holdings also contributed $2,500 to the DNC in July 1993; the FEC
date is July 15, 1993.  On September 27, 1993, Calbot Holdings, Inc., another Lippo subsidiary,
contributed $40,000 to the DNC also under the signatures of John Huang and Agus Setiawan.  Bank of
Trade/Lippo Group Check No. 1092 from Calbot Holdings to the DNC in the Amount of $40,000,
September 27, 1993, CHI 0035 and CHI 0200 (Exhibit 195).  The Committee is investigating the origins of
this contribution.
330 DNC Check Tracking Form for LippoBank Check No. 2572 from Hip Hing Holdings to the DNC in the
Amount of $2,500, May 28, 1993, DNC 0052705 (Exhibit 196).
331 LippoBank Check No. 2628 from Hip Hing Holdings to the California Democratic Party in the Amount
of $5,000, September 29, 1993, HHH 0484 and HHH 0485 (Exhibit 197).
332 LippoBank Check No. 1418 from Toy Center Holdings to the DNC in the Amount of $2,500, May 28,
1993, TCH 0048 and TCH 0049 (Exhibit 198); DNC Check Tracking Form for LippoBank Check No.
1418 from Toy Center Holdings to the DNC in the Amount of $2,500, May 28, 1993, DNC 0052706
(Exhibit 199).
333 Hip Hing Holdings Income Statement for the Period Ending December 31, 1993, HHH 0043 (Exhibit
200).
334 Id.
335 James Warren,  “Funds Hearings Focus on China’s Links to Indonesian Conglomerate,” Chicago
Tribune, July 15, 1997.
336 Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign
Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , S. Rep. No. 167, 195 th Cong., 2d Sess., vol. 1,
1123 (1998)
337 San Jose Holdings Income Statement for the Period Ending December 31, 1993 (Exhibit 201).
338 Id.
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expended on “Contribution [sic] and Donations.”340  The details of the business conducted
by Toy Center Holdings are unknown to the Committee.

In recent interrogatories to the DNC, the Committee requested information
regarding the September 23, 1993, contributions of Hip Hing Holdings, San Jose Holdings,
and Toy Center Holdings.  The DNC responded:

To our knowledge, the referenced contribution from Hip Hing Holdings, Ltd. does
not fall into any of the seven categories involved in the DNC’s review of prior
contributions . . . .  Further, no information has been brought to our attention
calling into question the legality or appropriateness of the contribution from Hip
Hing Holdings, Ltd. . . . 341

Pursuant to its review of the subsidiaries’ contributions, the DNC reviewed information
developed by the Senate Campaign Finance Investigation including the Majority and
Minority Reports.342  In proclaiming the legality of the subsidiaries’ contributions in its
response to the Committee’s interrogatories, the DNC quoted and relied upon the
following passage excerpted from the Senate Minority Report:

In September 1993, the DNC received additional contributions from Hip Hing
Holdings and from two other holding companies: San Jose Holdings and Toy
Center Holdings.  Hip Hing Holdings and Toy Center Holdings each made $17,500
in contributions to the DNC while San Jose Holdings contributed $15,000.  Unlike
the contribution in 1992, however, [of $50,000 from Hip Hing Holdings], the
requests for reimbursement for the months in which the contributions were made do
not contain requests for reimbursements of these contributions.  Also, unlike the
$50,000 contribution from Hip Hing Holdings in 1992, each of the companies
generated sufficient rental income to support the cost of the 1993 contributions.  In
1993, Hip Hing Holdings generated $35,200 in income from rental of the
undeveloped property, while San Jose Holdings generated $155,979 in income, and
Toy Center Holdings generated $167,000 in income.  Accordingly, unlike the 1992
contribution, there is no evidence that the 1993 contributions made by Lippo-
related entities were reimbursed with money from abroad.343

An identical response was given regarding the contributions of San Jose Holdings344 and
Toy Center Holdings,345 and as evidenced by the foregoing responses, the DNC has
retained the $45,000 in contributions.346

                                                                                                                                            
339 Toy Center Holdings Income Statement for the Period Ending December 31, 1993 (Exhibit 202).
340 Id.
341 DNC’s Responses to the Committee’s June 23, 1998, Interrogatories, August 6, 1998, at 13-14.
342 Id. at 12-14.
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Committee on Governmental Affairs, S. Rep. No. 167, 195 th Cong., 2d Sess., vol. 4, 4793 (1998)).
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The $50,000 contribution to the DNC referenced in the Senate Minority Report
was made by Hip Hing Holdings in August 1992.347  Hip Hing Holdings was immediately
thereafter reimbursed in the amount of $50,000 by the Lippo Group in Indonesia.348  In
July 1997, the DNC immediately returned the $50,000 that it received from Hip Hing
Holdings after learning of its foreign origin from a Senate hearing.349  In the case of the
subsidiaries’ 1993 contributions totaling $45,000, the DNC has retained them based upon
the fact that the subsidiaries were not reimbursed for the contributions by a foreign source,
namely the Lippo Group.350  On this point, the Minority Report and the DNC appear to be
correct: “. . . unlike the 1992 [$50,000] contribution [by Hip Hing Holdings], there is no
evidence that the 1993 contributions made by Lippo-related entities were reimbursed with
money from abroad.”351

However, the DNC’s reliance on the example of Hip Hing Holdings’ August 1992
contribution in deciding to retain the subsidiaries’ 1993 contributions is misplaced.  The
1993 contributions are illegal based on James Riady’s immigration status.  At the time of
the contribution Riady was a permanent resident “outside of the United States” and thus
ineligible to make political contributions in his personal capacity.  But more importantly in
this case, having established that— despite his permanent resident status— Riady has been a
foreign national pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 441(e)a since 1991, Riady was also ineligible to
participate in the decision of a U.S. corporation to make a political contribution.  Pursuant
to FEC regulations:

A foreign national shall not direct, dictate, control, or directly or indirectly
participate in the decision-making process of any person, such as a corporation,
labor organization, or political committee, with regard to such person’s federal or
nonfederal election-related activities, such as decisions concerning the making of
contributions or expenditures in connection with elections for any local, state, or
federal office or decisions concerning the administration of a political office.352

As in the case of the other contributions by Lippo subsidiaries, if Riady played any part
whatsoever in any of the subsidiaries’ decisions to contribute to the DNC, that decision is
tainted by Riadys involvement and the resulting contribution is illegal.

                                                                                                                                            
346 Id. at 11-15.
347 Ex. 26 LippoBank Check No. 2397 from Hip Hing Holdings to the DNC Victory Fund Non-Federal
Account in the Amount of $50,000, August 12, 1992, HHH 1263.
348 Ex. 27 Memorandum from John Huang and Agus Setiawan to Mrs. Ong Bwee Eng, August 17, 1992,
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1997, at 31.
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Committee on Governmental Affairs, S. Rep. No. 167, 195 th Cong., 2d Sess., vol. 4, 4793 (1998))
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Moreover, the 1993 contributions by Hip Hing Holdings, San Jose Holdings and
Toy Center Holdings are legally suspect, not because they each were reimbursed for their
contributions, but because the contributions were not made from profits as required by
FEC Advisory Opinion 1992-96 which states in pertinent part that “[t]he domestic
subsidiary of a foreign corporation may make political contributions even though it
received subsidies from its foreign parent if the contributions are made from domestic
profits.”353  In this case, the contributions were made during a period in which the
subsidiaries suffered major losses and are legally suspect as a result.

If made today, pursuant to current DNC policy, these contributions would not be
accepted.  According to DNC counsel Joseph Sandler, “[w]e don’t accept checks from
U.S. subsidiaries of foreign corporations as a matter of policy, not of law.  So, we would
not accept a check from a U.S. subsidiary regardless of the circumstances under our
current policy.”354

While there is insufficient evidence to declare the subsidiaries’ $52,500 in
contributions illegal due to insufficient information regarding James Riady’s participation in
the decisions to contribute, they are highly suspect and should be returned to the
contributors or disgorged to the U.S. Treasury based on the DNC’s own criteria of
appropriateness.355  The Committee is continuing its review of the contributions.

Arkansas International Development Corporation $25,000 (Suspect)

DNC check tracking forms and supporting finance documents indicate that the
Arkansas International Development Corporation (“AIDC”)— a corporation initially
funded by P.T. Masindo, a subsidiary of the Lippo Group, in the amount of $50,000356—
contributed $25,000 to the DNC on December 25, 1993.357  On one check tracking form

                                               
353 FEC Advisory Opinion 1992-96; Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the
1996 Federal Election Campaign Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , S. Rep. No. 167,
195th Cong., 2d Sess., vol. 1, 1124 (1998)(citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1992-96).
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Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , 105th Cong., 1st Sess., Deposition of Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq., May 15, 1997, 79 (emphasis added).
355 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex.  Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
356 Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign
Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , Deposition of C.J. “Joe” Giroir, Jr., 15-16, April
30, 1997; see generally Letter from C. Joseph Giroir, Jr., Esq., to Winardi Setiaputra, September 21, 1995,
AIDC 000005-AIDC 000006 (AIDC II was also funded in part by the Lippo Group.) (Exhibit 203).
357 DNC Check Tracking Form for Worthen Check No. 1010 from AIDC to the DNC in the Amount of
$25,000, December 25, 1993, DNC 0048739 (Exhibit 204); DNC Check Tracking Form for Worthen
Check No. 1010 from AIDC to the DNC in the Amount of $25,000, December 25, 1993, DNC 1410240
(Exhibit 205).
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produced to the Committee, “James Riotti” [sic] was listed as the contact for the
contribution.358  A second check tracking form for the same $25,000 contribution has
“James Riotti” [sic] marked through and “Joe Giroir” written instead.359  This contribution
was attributed to a BLF fund-raiser noted as “CA - Dinner.”360  Supporting documents
describe the fund-raiser as the “Los Angeles Event Pres. Clinton” held on December 17,
1993.361

In an undated DNC memorandum from Ann Braziel to former White House aide
Mark Middleton regarding “Arkansas Follow-up,” Braziel wrote, “[h]ere are some more
prospects/past donors that we couldn’t identify.  Do you have any information or advice on
them?”362  The first individual enumerated is: “Mr. James Riotti [sic] Arkansas
International Development Corp $25k in 1993.”363

The “James Riotti” referenced is in fact “James Riady” of the Lippo Group.364  As
previously discussed, the Committee has no FEC records of political contributions made by
James Riady in his personal capacity after 1992.  It is, however, beyond  dispute that the
AIDC contributed $25,000 to the DNC on December 25, 1993.  At the time of the
contribution Riady was a permanent resident “outside of the United States” and thus
ineligible to participate in the decision of a U.S. corporation to make a political
contribution.  In short, if Riady played any part whatsoever in the AIDC’s decision to
                                               
358 Ex. 204 DNC Check Tracking Form for Worthen Check No. 1010 from AIDC to the DNC in the
Amount of $25,000, December 25, 1993, DNC 0048739.
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corporate contribution made by the AIDC.  But while the DNC is apparently unable to confirm that “James
Riotti” [sic] associated with the AIDC is “James Riady” of the Lippo Group, the Committee has gathered
overwhelming evidence that “James Riotti” is in fact “James Riady” based on a number of factors
including, but not limited to: the Lippo Group’s association with the AIDC, James Riady’s association with
C.J. “Joe” Giroir, James Riady’s history of contributing to Democratic causes, and his association with a
number of Democratic Arkansans including President Clinton and Mark Middleton.
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contribute $25,000 to the DNC, the contribution is illegal.  Precisely how Riady’s name
came to be associated with this remains a mystery.  But in any event, based on the
documents excerpted above and the DNC’s attribution of the $25,000 contribution—
exactly one-half of the initial capital infusion provided by the Lippo Group to start AIDC—
to Riady, it strains credibility to believe that he played no role in the AIDC’s decision to
contribute.365

Due to insufficient information regarding James Riady’s participation in the AIDC’s
decision to contribute, the Committee cannot conclude with 100% certainty that the
contribution is illegal.  The evidence available to the Committee does, however, strongly
indicate that the AIDC’s $25,000 contribution is illegal and should be disgorged to the
U.S. Treasury pursuant to federal law.366  The Committee is continuing its review of the
contributions.

D. The Political Involvement and Influence of the Riadys

The Riadys, John and Jane Huang and most of the Lippo employees and their
spouses who made contributions have either fled the country or pled the Fifth Amendment
in order to avoid incriminating themselves.  Against that backdrop, the foregoing
contributions appear to be part of a larger scheme and pattern of illegal— or at a minimum
questionable— contributions involving the Riadys, their companies and their employees.
Their combined 1992 contributions to the Arkansas Democratic Party, for example, were
23% of all contributions received by the Arkansas party from individuals for the 1992
election cycle.367  President Clinton was clearly informed in August 1992— around the time
that the Riadys contributed over $450,000 to Democratic causes— that James Riady was
living and based abroad and that his interests were primarily vested in Asia.  Given
                                               
365 C.J. “Joe” Giroir, Esq. was questioned about an AIDC disbursement relating to Webster Hubbell.  The
dialogue went as follows:

Counsel: Did you have any reticence about [making a contribution to the Hubbell Family
Trust], was it something that you thought about?

Giroir: Well, I didn’t want to do it without discussing it with James Riady because I
didn’t consider it to be a proper business expense for AIDC.  And, so, I wanted
to be sure that he was in concurrence with me that it would be okay to do.

So, on at least one occasion Giroir consulted with James Riady regarding the disbursements that he did not
consider “a proper business expense.”  Whether a contribution to the DNC would constitute “a proper
business expense” to Giroir is an unanswered question.  Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in
Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign Before the Senate Committee on Governmental
Affairs, Deposition of C.J. “Joe” Giroir, Jr., 251-253, April 30, 1997.
366 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex.  Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
367 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
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President Clinton and James Riady’s close friendship, many questions regarding the
President’s knowledge of the Riadys’ political contributions remain to be answered.

YAH LIN “CHARLIE” TRIE RELATED CONTRIBUTIONS
DURING THE 1996 ELECTION CYCLE

Lei Chu $12,500 (Illegal)

Lei Chu, a onetime close advisor of and assistant to Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie,368

played a key role in Trie’s service as a member of the Commission on United States-Pacific
Trade and Investment Policy, otherwise known as the Bingaman Commission.  Chu drafted
a number of policy proposals for the Commission on Trie’s behalf and participated in
Commission meetings.369  After attending several meetings, she was prohibited from
Commission participation by the Chairman of the Commission due to concerns over her
ties to foreign corporations.370

On February 18, 1996, Lei Chu flew on China Airlines from Taipei, Taiwan to Los
Angeles, California.371  The following day she attended the DNC’s February 19, 1996,
fund-raiser at the Hay Adams Hotel in Washington, D.C.372  This was John Huang’s first
DNC fund-raiser.373  At this fund-raiser the President lauded Huang for his fund-raising
prowess as excerpted previously.  Trie was also in attendance.374  A photograph from the
event shows John Huang and then-DNC Chairman Donald Fowler holding a poster size
check from the Asian Pacific Leadership to the DNC in the amount of $1,000,000.375  The
Hay Adams fund-raiser failed to raise the funds expected.376  In order to make up for the

                                               
368 Lei Chu apparently also has ties to Peter Chen, a one-time employee of the Lippo Group.  See
Memorandum from Peter Chen to Joe Giroir, Antonio Pan, et al., August 12, 1994, AIDC 000972 (Exhibit
209).  Chu served as the Vice President of Sun Union Limited of Hong Kong under Sun Union President
Peter Chen.  Sun Union Limited Business Card of President Peter Chen, A 0003245 (Exhibit 210); Sun
Union Limited Business Card of Vice President Lei Chu, A 0003246 (Exhibit 211).
369 Proposal of the U.S.-Asia Trading Partnership Program (USATP), May 14, 1996 (Exhibit 212);
“Recommendations for what we can do in U.S.-Asian Trade Policy Formulation,” August 1, 1996 (Exhibit
213);  “Commission on U.S.-Pacific Trade and Investment Policy: Some Recommendations Before the
Asia Trip,” August 25, 1996 (Exhibit 214).
370 Committee Interview of Clyde Prestowitz, February 18, 1998.
371 U.S. Customs Records for Lei Chu (Exhibit 215).
372 Photograph of Lei Chu at the DNC February 19, 1996, Fund-raiser, Hay-Adams Hotel, Washington,
D.C. (Exhibit 216).
373 See generally DNC Briefing for the President of the United States, DNC Asian Pacific American
Leadership Council Dinner, February 19, 1996, Hay-Adams Hotel, Washington, D.C., DNC 1579590-DNC
1579600 (Exhibit 217).
374 Photograph of Presidential table at the DNC February 19, 1996, Fund-raiser, Hay-Adams Hotel,
Washington, D.C. (Exhibit 218); List of Attendees for the Hay Adams event, February 19, 1996, EOP
058577, EOP 058579-EOP 058580 (Exhibit 219).
375 Photograph of then-DNC Vice Chairman John Huang and Then-DNC Chairman Donald Fowler at the
DNC February 19, 1996, Fund-raiser, Hay-Adams Hotel, Washington, D.C. (Exhibit 220).
376 See Committee Interview of Tony Hsu, September 3, 1997.
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shortfall, conduit contributions were made at the request of and with funds provided by
Trie and ex-Lippo executive Antonio Pan in order to reach the $1,000,000 goal.377

The following day, on February 20, 1996, Chu established a checking account at
the Citizens Bank of Washington with an initial cash deposit of $12,520.378  On that same
day, Chu issued starter check no. 90— the first check ever written on that account— in the
amount of $12,500 to the DNC379 in conjunction with the Hay Adams fund-raiser.380  That
check cleared Chu’s account on February 26, 1996,381 and was the sole check written from
that account during the period February 1996-July 1996.382  It should be noted that check
no. 90 to the DNC — a check drawn on a Washington, D.C. bank— bears a Garland,
Texas, address in unidentified handwriting.383

DNC contribution information lists John Huang as the DNC Contact for Chu’s
contribution.384  Trie solicited her contribution and his telephone number was provided as
Chu’s contact number.385  It was Chu’s apparent link to Huang and Trie that led to a
review of her contribution.386  Ernst & Young was unable to confirm the Garland, Texas,
address provided by Chu.387  In addition, the notation  “Bad #” was inscribed by the Ernst
& Young auditor beside the telephone numbers provided by Chu.388  The Research
Information Form was labeled “No Info.”389  Finally, Chu’s Ernst & Young file was labeled
“DER” for Dead End Research.390  The DNC received no helpful information as a result of

                                               
377 See Id.; see, e.g., Discussion of J & M International, Inc., Manlin Foung, and Joseph Landon, infra.
378 Citizens Bank Signature Card of Lei Chu (Exhibit 221); Citizens Bank Deposit Ticket of Lei Chu in the
Amount of $12,520, February 20, 1996 (Exhibit 222); Citizens Bank Cash In Ticket of Lei Chu (Exhibit
223);
Citizens Bank Checking Account Statement of Lei Chu, March 15, 1996 (Exhibit 224); Currency
Transaction Report by Form 4789 for Lei Chu, H01805 (Exhibit 225)
379 Ex. 224 Citizens Bank Checking Account Statement of Lei Chu, March 15, 1996; Citizens Bank Check
No. 90 from Lei Chu to the DNC in the Amount of $12,500 (Exhibit 226).
380 DNC Check Tracking Form for Citizens Bank Check No. 90 from Lei Chu to the DNC in the Amount
of $12,500, 000525 (Exhibit 227).
381 Ex. 224 Citizens Bank Checking Account Statement of Lei Chu, March 15, 1996.
382 Id.; Citizens Bank Checking Account Statement of Lei Chu, April 15, 1996 (Exhibit 228); Citizens
Bank Checking Account Statement of Lei Chu, May 15, 1996 (Exhibit 229); Citizens Bank Checking
Account Statement of Lei Chu, June 17, 1996 (Exhibit 230); Citizens Bank Checking Account Statement
of Lei Chu, July 16, 1996 (Exhibit 231).
383 Ex. 226 Citizens Bank Check No. 90 from Lei Chu to the DNC in the Amount of $12,500.
384 Ex. 227 DNC Check Tracking Form for Citizens Bank Check No. 90 from Lei Chu to the DNC in the
Amount of $12,500, 000525.
385 Id.
386 DNC’s Responses to the Committee’s June 23, 1998, Interrogatories, August 6, 1998, at 36-37.
387 Ernst & Young Contribution Review Materials for Lei Chu, DNC 1804805, DNC 1804808, DNC
1804810, and DNC 1804821-DNC 1804822, at 2 and 4 (Exhibit 232).
388 Id. at 5.
389 Id. at 4.
390 Id. at 1.  The Committee has received no evidence of IGI’s participation in this audit.
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its review.  Chu has fled the United States and is believed to be living in Taiwan.391  The
Committee has been unable to contact her.

In recent interrogatories to the DNC, the Committee requested information
regarding Chu’s contribution.  The DNC responded:

The DNC has not returned the referenced contribution from Lei Chu because the
information developed during the DNC’s review of prior contributions met the
criteria for retaining a contribution as set forth in “DNC In-Depth Contribution
Review,” at page 3.392

Despite the paucity of information gathered pursuant to the Ernst & Young review, the
DNC decided to retain Chu’s $12,500 contribution.393  That fact notwithstanding, based on
Trie’s proven history of using conduits to contribute to the DNC394 and the suspicious
activity evidenced by Lei Chu’s bank records, the evidence indicates that her $12,500 was
an illegal conduit contribution in violation of  2 U.S.C. § 441f.  Therefore, pursuant to
federal regulations and DNC practice, the DNC should disgorge Chu’s $12,500
contribution to the U.S. Treasury.395

J & M International, Inc. $25,000 (Illegal)

On February 17, 1996, ex-Lippo executive and business associate of Trie, Antonio
Pan, entered the United States at John F. Kennedy International Airport, New York, New
York.396  Two days later, on February 19, 1996, Pan, Trie, and Huang attended the DNC
Hay Adams Hotel fund-raiser.397  The next day, at 2:45 p.m., Pan, Trie’s business partner
                                               
391 Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign
Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , Interview of Mr. and Mrs. Chu Shuo Po, May 22,
1997.
392 DNC’s Response to the Committee’s June 23, 1998, Interrogatories, August 6, 1998, at 37.
393 Id.
394 It deserves mention that Trie was given credit by the DNC for soliciting the $100,000 contribution of
Jimswood International, Inc. (“Jimswood”) of Los Angeles, California.  Almost every contribution for
which Trie was listed as the solicitor has been determined to be illegal.  However, the Committee has
determined Jimswood’s contribution to be legal.  Interestingly, this is not an instance of Trie soliciting a
legal contribution.  Instead, according to Davisson Wu of Jimswood, Trie did not solicit the $100,000
contribution.  Wu is uncertain why Trie was given credit for soliciting his contribution.  See generally
Letter from Roy H. Aron to Tim Griffin, Esq., September 17, 1998 (discussing Jimswood’s contribution
and complementing the Committee’s investigation for its professionalism) (Exhibit 233).
395 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex.  Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
396 U.S. Customs Records for Antonio Y.P. Pan (Exhibit 234).
397 Photograph of Antonio Y.P. Pan at the DNC February 19, 1996, Fund-raiser, Hay-Adams Hotel,
Washington, D.C. (Exhibit 235); Photograph of Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie at the DNC February 19, 1996,
Fund-raiser, Hay-Adams Hotel, Washington, D.C. (Exhibit 236); Photograph of John and Jane Huang at
the DNC February 19, 1996, Fund-raiser, Hay-Adams Hotel, Washington, D.C. (Exhibit 237).
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Ng Lap Seng a.k.a. Mr. Wu, Trie’s personal assistant Lei Chu and approximately 15 other
individuals entered the White House for a tour arranged by DNC White House Liaison
Susan Lavine.398

On February 22, 1996, Pan visited his long-time friend Su Cheng Bin in Flushing,
New York.399  Pan asked Su if he was interested in attending a DNC fund-raiser where
President Clinton would be in attendance.400  Su declined.401  Pan then inquired if Su had
any friends who might be interested in attending.402  Su suggested his friend Jack Ho,
President of J & M International, Inc. (“J & M”), a travel agency, and subsequently that
same day introduced Pan to Ho in a meeting at the Sheraton LaGuardia East Hotel.403  Pan
explained to Ho and Su that, due to his immigration status, he was unable to contribute to
the DNC legally and, therefore, needed Ho to contribute on his behalf.404  Although Su was
wary of this arrangement, Ho agreed to do as Pan requested.405

At the same February 22, 1996, meeting of Pan, Su, and Ho, ex-Lippo executive
Pan delivered to Jack Ho 35 $1,000 Bank Central Asia travelers check totaling $35,000,406

all of which were purchased as part of a $200,000 block in Jakarta, Indonesia— home of
the Lippo Group and the Riadys.407  At Pan’s request, Ho cashed $10,000 in travelers
checks for Pan at Citibank, 38-11-17 Main Street, Flushing, New York:  Ho cashed five of
the checks totaling $5,000408 and deposited the other five totaling $5,000.409  Ho then
immediately cashed a check in the amount of $5,000.410  Ho then handed the $10,000 cash
over to Pan.411

Ho divided the cashing of the $10,000 into multiple transactions apparently at the
instruction of Pan in an effort to circumvent the generation of a cash transaction report
                                               
398 White House Memorandum from Molly (Last Name Unknown) to WAVES, February 20, 1996, EOP
056859 (Exhibit 238).
399 Committee Interview of Su Cheng Bin, August 13, 1998.
400 Id.
401 Id.
402 Id.
403 Id.
404 Id.
405 Id.
406 Id.; Bank Central Asia Travelers Checks Nos. 109 3255 610 009 through 109 3255 610 043 (Exhibit
239); see Citibank Checking Account Statement for J & M International, February 23, 1996 (Exhibit 240);
Citibank Deposit Ticket and Deposited Items of J & M International in the Amount of $5,000, February
22, 1996 (Exhibit 241); Citibank Deposit Ticket and Deposited Items of J & M International in the
Amount of $25,000, February 22, 1996 (Exhibit 242).
407 See generally Ex. 84 Letter from Christopher M. Curran, Esq., Attorney for Bank Central Asia, to
Committee Senior Investigative Counsel Tim Griffin, Esq., July 20, 1998.
408 Ex. 239 Bank Central Asia Travelers Checks Nos. 109 3255 610 039 through 109 3255 610 043.
409 Ex. 240 Citibank Checking Account Statement for J & M International, February 23, 1996; Ex. 241
Citibank Deposit Ticket and Deposited Items of J & M International in the Amount of $5,000, February
22, 1996.
410 Citibank Check No. 728 from J & M International to Cash in the Amount of $5,000, February 22, 1996
(Exhibit 243).
411 Committee Interview of Jack Ho, July 30, 1998; see generally Id.
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(“CTR”).412  Under federal law, a CTR must be filed in conjunction with any cash
transaction involving $10,000 or more.413  It is a federal crime to avoid the generation of a
CTR purposefully414— a practice commonly referred to as “smurfing”415— which appears to
be the case here.

During that same visit to Citibank, Ho deposited $25,000 in travelers checks into
the account of J & M416 and immediately thereafter issued a check in the amount of
$25,000417 to the DNC in conjunction with the DNC’s Asian Dinner fund-raiser at the Hay
Adams Hotel, a fund-raiser that had been held three days prior.418  As indicated previously,
the Hay Adams fund-raiser failed to raise the funds expected.419  That shortfall explains
Huang’s attribution of Ho’s contribution to the Hay Adams fund-raiser420  Similarly, as
discussed below, in conjunction with the Hay Adams event, Trie and Pan funneled $25,000
through Trie’s sister, Manlin Foung, and her boyfriend, Joseph Landon— $12,500 each—
on the same day, February 22, 1996, several days after the Hay Adams fund-raiser.421

                                               
412 See generally 31 U.S.C. § 5313; 31 C.F.R. § 103.22.
413 Id.
414 31 U.S.C. § 5322.
415 “Smurfs, Money Laundering, and the Federal Criminal Law: The Crime of Structuring Transaction,”
Sarah N. Welling, 41 Fla. L. Rev. 287, 288, Spring 1989.
416 Ex. 240 Citibank Checking Account Statement for J & M International, February 23, 1996; Ex. 242
Citibank Deposit Ticket and Deposited Items of J & M International in the Amount of $25,000, February
22, 1996; Ex. 239 Bank Central Asia Travelers Checks Nos. 109 3255 610 014 through 109 3255 610 038.
417 Citibank Check No. 730 from J & M International to the DNC in the Amount of $25,000, February 23,
1996 (Exhibit 244); Citibank Checking Account Statement of J & M International, March 22, 1996
(Exhibit 245).
418 DNC Check Tracking Form for Citibank Check No. 730 from J & M to the DNC in the Amount of
$25,000, 000524 (Exhibit 246).
419 Committee Interview of Tony Hsu, September 3, 1997.
420 See generally Ex. 246 DNC Check Tracking Form for Citibank Check No. 730 from J & M to the DNC
in the Amount of $25,000, 000524.
421 Committee Deposition of Manlin Foung, September 29, 1997; Committee Interview of Joseph Landon,
September 4, 1997;  see Amerasia Bank Signature Card of Antonio Pan, February 22, 1996 (Exhibit 247);
Amerasia Bank Personal New Account Application of Antonio Pan, February 22, 1996 (Exhibit 248);
Amerasia Bank Savings Account Statement of Antonio Pan, March 31, 1996 (Exhibit 249); Amerasia
Bank Savings Deposit Ticket of Antonio Pan, February 22, 1996 (Exhibit 250); Amerasia Bank Savings
Withdrawal Ticket of Antonio Pan, February 22, 1996 (Exhibit 251); Amerasia Bank Applications of
Antonio Pan for Three $5,000 Cashier’s Checks to Manlin Foung, February 22, 1996 (Exhibit 252);
Amerasia Bank Applications of Antonio Pan for Two $5,000 Cashier’s Checks to Joe Landon, February
22, 1996 (Exhibit 253); Three $5,000 Amerasia Bank Cashier’s Checks to Manlin Foung, February 22,
1996 (Exhibit 254); Two $5,000 Amerasia Bank Cashier’s Checks to Joe Landon, February 22, 1996
(Exhibit 255); Currency Transaction Report by Form 4789 for Antonio Pan, February 22, 1996 (Exhibit
256); Amerasia Bank Savings Account Statements of Antonio Pan, June 30, 1996, September 30, 1996,
December 31, 1996, March 31, 1997, and June 30, 1997 (showing no other account activity from March
31, 1996, through June 30, 1997) (Exhibit 257); see also Travis Federal Credit Union Deposit Ticket of
Manlin Foung in the $14,500, February 23, 1996 (Exhibit 258); Three Deposited $5,000 Amerasia Bank
Cashier’s Checks to Manlin Foung, February 22, 1996 (Exhibit 259); Travis Federal Credit Union Check
No. 390 from Manlin Foung to the DNC in the Amount of $12,500, February 19, 1996 (Exhibit 260);
Travis Federal Credit Union Posted Transaction Register for the Checking Account of Manlin Foung
(Exhibit 261); DNC Check Tracking Form for Travis Federal Credit Union Check No. 390 from Manlin
Foung to the DNC in the Amount of $12,500, February 19, 1996 (Exhibit  262); DNC Check Tracking
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A document produced to the Committee by the DNC lists Trie as the solicitor and
John Huang as the DNC contact for J & M’s contribution.422  It was Ho’s apparent link to
Trie and Huang that led to an Ernst & Young review of his contribution.423  The auditor
unsuccessfully attempted to contact Ho on at least five separate occasions.424  On one such
occasion, December 9, 1996, the auditor contacted Maria Ho, Jack Ho’s wife, regarding J
& M’s contribution.425  The auditor noted that “[s]he was not willing to talk to us.”426

Subsequently, on December 17, 1996, the auditor made her final attempt to reach Jack
Ho.427  Her handwritten notes were as follows:

Spoke with receptionist.  She said Jack Ho was not in the office & that they do not
need to answer any questions.  Very angry & hung up on me.428

The DNC received no helpful information as a result of its review.  Ho’s Ernst & Young
file was labeled “Term[inated].”429

After the Ernst & Young review, IGI gathered a limited amount of additional
publicly available information regarding Ho and J & M.430  The DNC did not receive any
information directly from Jack Ho regarding his contributions.431  However, through IGI,
the DNC was able to determine that his social security number had been valid for over
thirty years at the time of the contribution432 and that his home had an assessed value of
$272,500.433  This information evidently provided the DNC with the minimum information
needed to conclude that the contribution was legal and appropriate; the DNC retained the
contribution.

                                                                                                                                            
Form for Travis Federal Credit Union Check No. 1337 from Joseph Landon to the DNC in the Amount of
$12,500, February 19, 1996 (Exhibit 263); see also http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group
Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated September 10, 1998.
422 Ex. 246 DNC Check Tracking Form for Citibank Check No. 730 from J & M to the DNC in the
Amount of $25,000, 000524.
423 See DNC’s Responses to the Committee’s June 23, 1998, Interrogatories, August 6, 1998, at 7.
424 Ernst & Young Contribution Review Materials for Jack Ho/J & M International, DNC 1802501, DNC
1802504, DNC 1802505-DNC 1802506, and DNC 1802508, at 2 (Exhibit 264).
425 Id.
426 Id.
427 Id.
428 Id.
429 Id. at 1.
430 IGI Contribution Review Materials for Jack Ho/J & M International, HS 006020-HS 006031, at 1-12
(Exhibit 265).  Experience indicates that “IGI Contribution Review Materials” often contain documents
generated pursuant to the Ernst & Young Contribution review process.  The converse is not true because
the Ernst & Young phase was conducted prior to the IGI phase.
431 See Ex. 264 Ernst & Young Contribution Review Materials for Jack Ho/J & M International, DNC
1802501, DNC 1802504, DNC 1802505-DNC 1802506, and DNC 1802508, at 2.
432 Ex. 265 IGI Contribution Review Materials for Jack Ho/J & M International, HS 006020-HS 006031, at
6.  The DNC was also able to determine that Maria Ho’s social security number had been valid for
approximately thirty years.  Id.
433 Id.



67

Despite the paucity of information gathered pursuant to the Ernst & Young and IGI
reviews, the DNC decided to retain the contribution in the face of mounting evidence that
both Trie and Huang were generating illegal contributions.  The DNC apparently decided
that it had sufficient information to declare the $25,000 contribution appropriate and retain
it without one scintilla of cooperation from Ho.  DNC Spokesman Rick Hess indicated
recently that:

[The DNC] would have returned [the $25,000] if we had any hint that they were
[sic] foreign sources or if the company had insufficient funds.  Every indication was
that it was legal and proper.434

The exact opposite is true: there was practically no information indicating the contribution
was “legal and proper.”  The DNC’s determination notwithstanding, based on Committee
interviews and the conclusive activity evidenced by Ho’s bank records, J & M’s $25,000
was an illegal conduit contribution in violation of  2 U.S.C. § 441f.  In addition, the funds
used to make the contribution— the travelers checks— ultimately originated in Indonesia.
Therefore, pursuant to federal regulations and DNC practice, the DNC should disgorge J
& M’s illegal $25,000 contribution to the U.S. Treasury.435

TED SIOENG RELATED CONTRIBUTIONS
DURING THE 1996 ELECTION CYCLE

During the 1996 federal election cycle, courted by fund-raiser John Huang, Ted
Sioeng’s family and  associates contributed $400,000 to the DNC.436  A review of bank
records strongly suggests that $310,000 of the contributions were ultimately funded from
foreign accounts in Hong Kong and Indonesia.  The remaining $90,000, while funded from
U.S. receipts, remains suspect due to large and continuing foreign subsidies to the family’s
U.S. businesses from family patriarch and Belize national Ted Sioeng.  The result of these
subsidies was often a commingling of domestic receipts and foreign funds in accounts from
which political contributions were made.

Additional questions are raised by the Sioeng family’s deafening silence on the
subject of its political contributions.  All of the Sioeng family members and those associates
closest to the family have either asserted the Fifth Amendment, left the country, or are
foreign nationals who have refused to be interviewed.  The fact that the people most likely
to know about the Sioeng family’s political contributions uniformly have refused to talk to
the Committee about the contributions casts great doubt on whether they meet applicable
                                               
434 Mary Ann Akers, “GOP Probers Report $50,000 in Illegal Donations via Trie,” Washington Times,
August 5, 1998.
435 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex.  Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
436 Note that Sioeng and his company, Panda Estates, contributed a total of $100,000 to California State
Treasurer Matt Fong in 1995.  Matt Fong returned the money in April 1997.



68

legal and regulatory requirements, or are appropriate for the DNC to retain under the
circumstances.

The Committee remains particularly concerned about Sioeng-related contributions
because of Sioeng’s close ties to the government of the People’s Republic of China
(“PRC”).  In the report of its investigation into campaign finance abuses, the Senate
Committee on Governmental Affairs stated the following about Sioeng’s PRC connections:

The Committee has learned that Sioeng worked, and perhaps still works, on behalf
of the Chinese government.  Sioeng regularly communicated with PRC embassy
and consular officials at various locations in the United States, and, before the
campaign finance scandal broke, he traveled to Beijing frequently where he
reported to and was briefed by Chinese communist party officials. . . .  The
Committee has received information that [indicted DNC fund-raiser Maria] Hsia
worked with Ted Sioeng and John Huang to solicit contributions from Chinese
nationals in the United States and abroad for Democratic causes.437

A. Jessica Elnitiarta and Panda Estates Investment, Inc.

Jessica Elnitiarta $100,000 (Illegal)

Jessica Elnitiarta is Ted Sioeng’s oldest daughter.  She is a U.S. citizen who, at her
father’s behest, runs the family businesses in the U.S.  She also makes more political
contributions than any other family member.  On February 19, 1996, Jessica Elnitiarta
wrote a personal check for $100,000 to the DNC438 against a bank account balance of only
$9,225.439  Elnitiarta took steps to cover the check three days later:  on February 22, 1996,
Elnitiarta, using a power of attorney, transferred $200,000 from the personal bank account
of Ted Sioeng’s sister, Yanti Ardi,440 an Indonesian national, to her own account.  This
$200,000 came from a $518,434 wire transfer ten days earlier from Pristine Investments in
Hong Kong.441  It is likely that Pristine Investments is owned or controlled by Ted Sioeng.

In short, this $100,000 contribution was funded by ineligible foreign money and
should be returned by the DNC.  This transfer of funds from foreign sources is part of a
pattern that recurs throughout the brief but curious history of Sioeng-related contributions
to the DNC.

                                               
437 Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign
Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , S. Rep. No. 167, 105th Cong., 2d Sess., vol. 2,
2505-2507 (1998).
438 DNC Check Tracking Form for Grand National Bank Check No. 575 from Jessica G. Elnitiarta to the
DNC in the Amount of $100,000, February 19, 1996 (Exhibit 266).
439 Grand National Bank Account Statement of Jessica G. Elnitiarta, February 29, 1996 (Exhibit 267).
440 Grand National Bank Customer Authorization for Funds Transfer of Jessica Elnitiarta in the Amount of
$200,000, February 22, 1996 (Exhibit 268).
441 Grand National Bank Credit Ticket of Yanti Ardi in the Amount of $518,433.56, February 12, 1996,
and Wire Transfer Report of Yanti Ardi and Pristine Investments in the Amount of $518,434, February 12,
1996 (Exhibit 269).
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Panda Estates Investment, Inc. $100,000 ($60,000 Illegal/$40,000 Suspect)

On July 12, 1996, Jessica Elnitiarta, as President of Panda Estates Investment, Inc.
(“Panda Estates”), signed a $100,000 company check to the DNC442 against a negative
bank account balance of $599.443  The check cleared the bank on July 25, 1996, causing a
negative bank balance of $100,125.444  On  July 26, 1996, Elnitiarta transferred $100,000
from a Panda Estates receipts account towards the overdraft.445 Of this  transfer, $60,000
came from Yanti Ardi’s personal bank account,446 which in turn was funded by a
$1,652,480 wire transfer on June 28, 1996 from R.T. Enterprises in Hong Kong.447  The
remaining $40,000 was funded by a transfer from a Panda Estates receipts account that
consisted of domestic rents collected for the month of July 1996.448  In short, this
contribution of $100,000 was funded primarily with foreign money and, hence, should be
returned.

Panda Estates Investment, Inc. $50,000 (Suspect)

On July 29, 1996,  Jessica Elnitiarta signed a $50,000 company check to the
DNC449 from Panda Estates against a negative bank account balance of $2,351.450  The
check cleared the bank on August 5, 1996 causing a $48,198 overdraft.451  The next day,
Elnitiarta covered part of the overdraft through a $40,000 transfer of domestic rental
receipts for the month of August 1996.452  The remaining overdraft was covered by an

                                               
442 DNC Check Tracking Form for Grand National Bank Check No. 1632 from Panda Estates to the DNC
in the Amount of $100,000, July 12, 1996 (signed by Jessica Elnitiarta) (Exhibit 270).
443 Grand National Bank Account Statement of Panda Estates Bank Statement, July 31, 1996 (Exhibit
271).
444 Id.
445 Grand National Bank Customer Authorization for Funds Transfer of Panda Estates in the Amount of
$100,000, July 26, 1996 (Exhibit 272).
446 Grand National Bank Deposit Ticket of Panda Estates in the Amount of $60,000, July 26, 1996, and
Grand National Bank Deposited Check No. 2309 from Yanti Ardi to Panda Estates in the Amount of
$60,000, July 26, 1996 (signed by Jessica Elnitiarta ) (Exhibit 273).
447 Grand National Bank Credit Ticket of Yanti Ardi in the Amount of $1,652,479.98, June 28, 1996, and
Grand National Bank Wire Transfer Report of Yanti Ardi and R.T. Enterprises in the Amount of
$1,652,480, June 28, 1996 (Exhibit 274).  Based upon an analysis of bank records and financial
transactions, it appears that R.T. Enterprises is a Sioeng owned or controlled company.  The Sioeng family
attorneys refused the Committee’s requests to share information on this and other foreign entities with
clear financial ties to Sioeng’s holdings in the U.S.
448 Grand National Bank Account Statement of Panda Estates, July 31, 1996 (showing seventeen deposits
of July rents into the Panda Estates receipts bank account totaling $48,411 from July 5 through July 22,
1996) (Exhibit 275).
449 DNC Check Tracking Form for Grand National Bank Check No. 1652 from Panda Estates to the DNC
in the Amount of $50,000, July 29, 1996 (signed by Jessica Elnitiarta) (Exhibit 276).
450 Grand National Bank Account Statement of Panda Estates, July 31, 1996 (Exhibit 277).
451 Grand National Bank Account Statement of Panda Estates, August 30, 1996 (Exhibit 278).
452 Grand National Bank Customer Authorization for Funds Transfer of Panda Estates in the Amount of
$40,000, August 6, 1996 (transfer from Panda Estates receipts account to Panda Estates disbursement
account) (Exhibit 279).
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August 6, 1996 transfer of $10,000 from the bank account of Code 3 USA (“Code 3”), the
family’s gun and ammunition business, operated by Elnitiarta’s husband, Ridwan Dinata.453

This transfer came from an August 5, 1996 advance of  $10,000 against Code 3's $250,000
bank credit line.454  On September 10, 1996, Elnitiarta appears to have repaid Code 3 the
$10,000 from her personal bank account.455

In conclusion, this $50,000 contribution appears to have been funded by domestic
rental receipts.  Nevertheless, Ted Sioeng’s probable involvement with this and the two
other DNC contributions made by his daughter, Jessica, raises troubling and severe doubts
about the legality of the $50,000 contribution.

Conclusion

Ted Sioeng’s probable involvement with the $250,000 in contributions made to the
DNC by Jessica Elnitiarta and her company raises serious questions about legality of those
contributions, all of which have been retained by the DNC.

Note that the DNC is adamant that it has not seen information about the Panda
Estates and Elnitiarta contributions sufficiently troubling to return the money.  On May 14,
1998, the Committee deposed DNC General Counsel Sandler on the subject of the Sioeng-
related contributions as well as DNC guidelines concerning what types of contributions it
accepts and retains.  Prior to the deposition, Sandler had never seen records of the bank
accounts from which the Elnitiarta and Panda Estates contributions were made.456

Confronted with records that showed Elnitiarta’s contribution was made with foreign
money, Sandler became incensed, insisting that the “information tells us virtually nothing
that we would need to know to determine whether the contribution was an illegal
contribution in the name of another,” and that the foreign money may have been
Elnitiarta’s.457  Of course, the point is, the Committee has no way of directly determining
whether the foreign money was Elnitiarta’s as she and her entire family refuse to discuss
the contribution.  While this remains troubling to the Committee, it apparently does not to
the DNC.

When shown that a large portion of the contribution made by Panda Estates came
from foreign funds, Sandler put forward the confusing contention that, even if one could
trace a corporation’s political contribution to a foreign source, the contribution would still

                                               
453 Grand National Bank Customer Authorization for Funds Transfer of Code 3 in the Amount of $10,000,
August 6, 1996 (Ridwan Dinata’s transfer of $10,000 from Code 3’s account to Panda Estates’ Account)
 (Exhibit 280).
454 Grand National Bank Customer Authorization for Funds Transfer of Ridwan Dinata in the Amount of
$10,000, August 5, 1996 (telephone transfer of $10,000 from Code 3’s loan account to its checking
account) (Exhibit 281).
455 Grand National Bank Deposit Ticket of Code 3 in the Amount of $10,000, September 10, 1996, and
Grand National Bank Check No. 255 from Jessica Elnitiarta to Code 3 in the Amount of $10,000,
September 10, 1996 (Exhibit 282).
456 Committee Deposition of Joseph E. Sandler, May 14, 1998, 103.
457 Id. at 121-122.
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be legal if the company had sufficient income over some longer period, say a year.458  This
argument makes no intuitive sense and is contradicted by FEC practice and precedent.459

Moreover, whether or not Ted Sioeng made actual conduit contributions through his
daughter and family business, Panda Estates Investment, his likely participation in the
decision to have Panda Estates contribute to the DNC violates federal campaign
regulations.  FEC regulations prohibit individuals who are foreign nationals from directing,
dictating, controlling, or participating in decision-making processes through which a
domestic corporation decides to make a political contribution.460  Committee witnesses
have indicated that Ted Sioeng played a significant role in his daughter’s business
decisions.  Given that Jessica Elnitiarta has pled the Fifth Amendment to the Committee,
there should be a presumption that the foreign money is not entirely legal, and it should be
returned.

California Treasurer, Matt Fong received a total of $100,000 in contributions from
Ted Sioeng and his company Panda Estates Investment.  In stark contrast to the DNC,
Fong returned these contributions in April 1997, immediately after questions were raised
regarding their legality in the press.

B. Loh Sun International $50,000 (Suspect)

On July 29, 1996, the same day as Jessica Elnitiarta wrote the above $50,000 check
to the DNC, Ted Sioeng  associate Kent La, a U.S. permanent resident, also wrote a
$50,000 check to the DNC.461  La is President of Loh Sun International, a Los Angeles-
based importer of Chinese cigarettes and other commodities.  Kent La signed a company
check to the DNC against a July 29, 1996 bank balance of $262,185.462  Five days earlier,
on July 24, 1996, the company account had received a $97,555 wire transfer from R.T.
Enterprises in Hong Kong,463 which appears to be owned or controlled by Ted Sioeng.
Although documentation of the wire transfer indicates the funds were for “Hongtashan
Advertising,”464 the amount of the transfer and its proximity to Loh Sun’s contribution to
the DNC raise questions about its true purpose and use.

                                               
458 Id. at 162.
459 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1992-16 (Noting in the context of a U.S. subsidiary of a foreign company
that “the subsidiary must be able to demonstrate through a reasonable accounting method that it has
sufficient funds in its account, other than funds given or loaned by its foreign national parent, from which
the contribution is made.  See by analogy 11 C.F.R. § 102.5(b)(1)(ii).”).
460 See 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(a)(3).  Note that the prohibition extends to persons as well.  Hence, under federal
regulations, a foreign national may not “directly or indirectly participate in the decision-making process of
any person” with regard to a political contribution.  Id.
461  DNC Check Tracking Form for United Pacific Bank Check No. 3881 from Loh Sun International to the
DNC in the Amount of $50,000, July 29, 1996 (signed by Kent La) (Exhibit 283).
462 United Pacific Account Statement of Loh Sun International, July 31, 1996 (Exhibit 284).
463 United Pacific Bank Credit Ticket of Loh Sun International in the Amount of $97,555, July 24, 1996,
and United Pacific Bank Wire Transfer Report of Loh Sun International and R.T. Enterprises in the
Amount of $97,555, July 24, 1996 (Exhibit 285).
464 Id.
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Moreover, the mystery surrounding this contribution is compounded by a check
signed by Kent La on an account with his wife, Nancy.465  The check, dated October 28,
1996 in the amount of $20,000, is payable to Loh Sun International, but was not deposited
until December 23, 1996.  On the memo line La wrote, “Donation to DNC - 7/29/96.”  It is
unclear why La would reimburse his own company for a political contribution.  One
explanation is that he was attempting to “cure,” after the fact, a conduit contribution
funded by Ted Sioeng with foreign funds.  While La has been deposed by Committee staff,
the transcript has not been made public.  The DOJ has asked the Committee not to release
any part of the deposition transcript as doing so “would jeopardize [the Department’s]
pending criminal investigation relating to Mr. La.”466

C. The Tanuwidjaja Family

Subandi Tanuwidjaja $80,000 ($20,000 Illegal/$60,000 Suspect)

Within 10 days in September 1996, the Tanuwidjaja family, to which the Sioeng
family is related through marriage and business interests, made three contributions to the
DNC totaling $100,000 as follows:

On September 9, 1996, Ted Sioeng’s son-in-law, Subandi Tanuwidjaja, a U.S.
permanent resident, signed a $60,000 personal check to the DNC467 against a U.S. bank
balance of $66,050.468  Three days before, the account received a $100,000 personal check
from the U.S. bank account of his father, Susanto Tanuwidjaja, an Indonesian national.469

Susanto’s check was funded by a $100,000 wire transfer on August 21, 1996 from an
Indonesian bank account in the name of Subandi Tanuwidjaja.470  The fact that the foreign
money was wired into Susanto’s U.S. bank account and not his son’s suggests that the
money may have been his, and raises questions about the legality of the contribution.  It
thus appears that this $60,000 contribution may have been funded by foreign money and by
a foreign national and should be returned by the DNC.

On September 19, 1996, Subandi Tanuwidjaja signed a $20,000 personal check to
the DNC471 against a bank balance of $25,640.472  The day before, the account  received a
                                               
465 Grand National Bank Check No. 143 from Kent and Nancy La to Loh Sun International in the Amount
of $20,000, October 28, 1996 (Exhibit 286).
466 Letter from L. Anthony Sutin, Acting Assistant Attorney General, to Chairman Dan Burton, August 28,
1998.
467 DNC Check Tracking Form for Western State Bank Check No. 134 from Subandi Tanuwidjaja to the
DNC in the Amount of $60,000, September 9, 1996 (Exhibit 287).
468 Western State Bank Account Statement of Subandi Tanuwidjaja, September 13, 1996 (Exhibit 288).
469 Western State Bank Check No. 1026 from Susanto Tanuwidjaja to Subandi Tanuwidjaja in the Amount
of $100,000, September 6, 1996, and Western State Bank Deposit Ticket of Subandi Tanuwidjaja in the
Amount of $100,000, September 9, 1996 (Exhibit 289)
470 Western State Bank Wire Transfer Report of Susanto Tanuwidjaja and Subandi Tanuwidjaja in the
Amount of $99,985, August 21, 1996 (transfer from Subandi Tanuwidjaja to Susanto Tanuwidjaja)
(Exhibit 290).
471 DNC Check Tracking Form for Check No. 136 from Subandi Tanuwidjaja to the DNC in the Amount
of $20,000, September 19, 1996 (Exhibit 291).
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$20,000 wire transfer from Dragon Union, Ltd. in Hong Kong.473  Subandi Tanuwidjaja is
Dragon Union’s sole corporate director.474 It thus appears that this $20,000 contribution
was funded by foreign money and should be returned by the DNC.

Suryanti Tanuwidjaja $20,000 (Illegal)

On September 16, 1996, Ted Sioeng’s daughter-in-law, Suryanti Tanuwidjaja, a
U.S. permanent resident, signed a $20,000 personal check to the DNC475 against a bank
balance of $61,726.476  Two days later,  the account received a $20,000 wire transfer from
Dragon Union, Ltd in Hong Kong.477  As noted, Suryanti’s brother, Subandi, is Dragon
Union’s sole corporate director.

Hence, although sufficient domestic funds existed at the time the DNC contribution
check was written, the close proximity and same amount of the foreign wire transfer
suggests that this $20,000 contribution was reimbursed by ineligible foreign money, and
should be returned by the DNC.  In this case, as with Subandi’s $20,000 contribution, it
appears that the Dragon Union transfers were intended to fund or reimburse the DNC
contributions in the same amounts.

MARIA HSIA RELATED CONTRIBUTIONS
DURING THE 1996 ELECTION CYCLE

Chee Kien Koh a.k.a. the Rev. Hai Kai $5,000 (Illegal)

On September 16, 1996, Chee Kien Koh a.k.a. the Rev. Hai Kai deposited into his
checking account $3,000 cash and a $2,000 check from the International Buddhist
Progress Society (“IBPS”), 478 the organization that arranged the Hsi Lai Temple fund-
raiser featuring Vice President Al Gore and facilitated a number of conduit contributions to
the DNC in conjunction with that event and others.479  The next day, on September 17,
1996, Koh issued a check in the amount of $5,000 to the DNC in conjunction with the

                                                                                                                                            
472 Western State Bank Account Statement of Subandi Tanuwidjaja, October 15, 1996 (Exhibit 292).
473 Western State Bank Wire Transfer Report of Subandi Tanuwidjaja and Dragon Union in the Amount of
$20,000, September 18, 1996 (transfer from Dragon Union to Subandi Tanuwidjaja) (Exhibit 293).
474 Dragon Union Limited Companies Ordinance on Change of Director Regarding Subandi Tanuwidjaja,
January 27, 1997 (Exhibit 294).
475 DNC Check Tracking Form for Bank of America Check No. 1611 from Suryanti Tanuwidjaja to the
DNC in the Amount of  $20,000, September 16, 1996 (Exhibit 295).
476 Bank of America Account Statement of  Suryanti Tanuwidjaja, September 27, 1996 (Exhibit 296).
477 Bank of America Wire Transfer Report of Suryanti Tanuwidjaja and Dragon Union in the Amount of
$20,000, September 18, 1996 (transfer from Dragon Union to Suryanti Tanuwidjaja) (Exhibit 297).
478 Bank of America Deposit Ticket of Chee Kien Koh in the Amount of $5,500, September 16, 1996, Bank
of America Cash Ticket of Chee Kien Koh in the Amount of $3,000, September 16, 1996, and General
Bank Check No. 4118 from IBPS to Cash in the Amount of $2,000, September 16, 1996 (Exhibit 298);
Bank of America Account Statement of Chee Kien Koh, October 16, 1996 (Exhibit 299).
479 Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign
Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , S. Rep. No. 167, 195 th Cong., 2d Sess., vol. 2,
1749-2497 (1998).
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DNC’s September 18, 1996, Asian Dinner fund-raiser featuring Vice President Al Gore.480

Yi Chu, the Hsi Lai Temple’s treasurer, testified to Senate investigators that Chee Kien
Koh was reimbursed for his $5,000 contribution to the DNC with a check from the IBPS in
the amount of $3,000 and $2,000 cash, precisely what the bank records indicate.481

Interestingly, the DNC did not attribute Koh’s contribution to Koh; they attributed
it to Maria Hsia,482 a former DNC fund-raiser who pled the Fifth Amendment to both the
Committee and the Senate and is currently under grand jury indictment for violating federal
election laws in conjunction with the Hsi Lai Temple fund-raiser.483  Koh’s contribution was
most likely attributed to Hsia due to her orchestration of conduit contributions through
individuals with ties to the Temple.  The FEC most likely credited the contribution to Hsia
based on information provided by the DNC.484  In addition, the contribution information
provided to the Committee by the DNC lists John Huang as the DNC contact for the
contribution.485  Despite the contribution’s apparent link to Hsia and Huang and the
Senate’s discussion of it in its Final Report, the DNC did not conduct a review of it.  The
DNC has disgorged to the U.S. Treasury a number of other contributions with links to Hsia
and the Hsi Lai Temple but has retained Koh’s $5,000.486

Based on the proven history of using conduits to contribute to the DNC by Hsia
and the IBPS and the suspicious activity evidenced by Chee Kien Koh’s bank records
Koh’s $5,000 was an illegal conduit contribution in violation of  2 U.S.C. § 441f.
Therefore, pursuant to federal regulations and DNC practice, the DNC should disgorge
Koh’s $5,000 contribution to the U.S. Treasury.487

                                               
480 Bank of America Check No. 0094 from Chee Kien Koh to the DNC in the Amount of $5,000 (Exhibit
300).  The check cleared Chee Kien Koh’s Bank of America account on September 26, 1996.  Ex. Bank of
America Account Statement of Chee Kien Koh, October 16, 1996.
481 Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign
Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , Deposition of Yi Chu, 79-82, August 7, 1997;
Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election Campaign
Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , S. Rep. No. 167, 195 th Cong., 2d Sess., vol. 2,
1773, fn. 136 (1998).
482 DNC Check Tracking Form for Bank of America Check No. 0094 from Chee Kien Koh to the DNC in
the Amount of $5,000, September 17, 1996 (Exhibit 301); http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working
Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated September 10, 1998.
483 See Federal Grand Jury Indictment of Maria Hsia, U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia,
February 18, 1998.
484 See generally http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data,
Last Updated September 10, 1998.
485 Ex. 301 DNC Check Tracking Form for Bank of America Check No. 0094 from Chee Kien Koh to the
DNC in the Amount of $5,000, September 17, 1996.
486 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998; See Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997
(citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25, 1998; Ex.  Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C.
Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the
Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
487 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
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Hsiao Jie Su $2,500 (Illegal)

On February 16, 1996, the International Buddhist Progress Society issued a check
to Hsiao Jie Su in the amount of $2,500.488  The next day, on February 17, 1996, Su issued
a check in the amount of $2,500 to the DNC in conjunction with the DNC’s Asian Dinner
fund-raiser held at the Hay Adams Hotel in Washington, D.C.489  Su deposited the IBPS’s
check into her checking account at the International Bank of California in Los Angeles on
February 20, 1996.490  The contribution check cleared Su’s account on February 26,
1996.491

Consistent with other contributions made by individuals linked to the IBPS, DNC
contribution information lists Maria Hsia as the solicitor and John Huang as the DNC
contact.492  It was Su’s apparent link to Hsia and Huang that led to a review of her
contribution.493  Su completed and signed an Ernst & Young questionnaire on January 18,
1997, in which she confirmed that the money contributed to the DNC was her own.494  Su
also advised Ernst & Young auditors of her unwillingness to answer follow up questions via
telephone.495

Su’s Ernst & Young file was labeled “DER” for dead end research496 and passed to
IGI for a determination of Su’s social security number and date of birth, which IGI
provided.497  Through IGI, the DNC was able to determine that her social security number
had been valid for almost twenty years at the time of the contribution but was unable to

                                                                                                                                            
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex.  Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
488 International Bank of California Check No. 3301 from the IBPS to Hsiao Jie Su in the Amount of
$2,500, February 16, 1996, and International Bank of California Deposit Ticket of Hsiao Jie Su in the
Amount of $2,500, February 20, 1996 (Exhibit 302).
489 International Bank of California Check No. 304 from Hsiao Jie Su to the DNC in the Amount of
$2,500, February 17, 1996 (Exhibit 303); DNC Check Tracking Form for International Bank of California
Check No. 304 from Hsiao Jie Su to the DNC in the Amount of $2,500, February 17, 1996 (Exhibit 304).
490 Ex. 302 International Bank of California Check No. 3301 from the IBPS to Hsiao Jie Su in the Amount
of $2,500, February 16, 1996, and International Bank of California Deposit Ticket of Hsiao Jie Su in the
Amount of $2,500, February 20, 1996; International Bank of California Account Statement of Hsiao Jie Su,
March 15, 1996 (Exhibit 305).
491 Id.; Ex. 303 International Bank of California Check No. 304 from Hsiao Jie Su to the DNC in the
Amount of $2,500, February 17, 1996.
492 Ex. 304 DNC Check Tracking Form for International Bank of California Check No. 304 from Hsiao Jie
Su to the DNC in the Amount of $2,500, February 17, 1996.
493 See generally DNC Response to the Committee’s June 23, 1998, Interrogatories, August 6, 1998, at 7.
494 Ernst & Young Contribution Review Materials for Hsiao Jie Su, DNC 1807597, DNC 1807599, DNC
1807601-DNC 1807602, DNC 1807604-DNC 1807606, DNC 1807619-DNC 1807620, DNC 1807754, and
DNC 1807757-DNC 1807758, at 1-3 (Exhibit 306).
495 Id. at 3.
496 Id. at 1.
497 IGI Contribution Review Materials for Hsiao Jie Su, HS 002392-HS 002413, at 4 (Exhibit 307).
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confirm her address498  This information evidently provided the DNC with the minimum
information needed to conclude that the contribution was legal and appropriate; the DNC
retained the contribution.

Based on the proven history of using conduits to contribute to the DNC by Hsia
and the IBPS and the suspicious activity evidenced by Hsiao Jie Su’s bank records, the
evidence indicates that Su’s $2,500 was an illegal conduit contribution in violation of  2
U.S.C. § 441f.  Therefore, pursuant to federal regulations and DNC practice, the DNC
should disgorge Su’s $2,500 contribution to the U.S. Treasury.499

OTHER SUSPECT OR ILLEGAL CONTRIBUTIONS DURING
THE 1992, 1994 AND 1996 ELECTION CYCLES

Sy Zuan Pan $20,000 (Illegal)

On September 18, 1996, Sy Zuan “Roger” Pan issued a check in the amount of
$20,000 to the DNC in conjunction with the DNC’s Asian Dinner fund-raiser featuring
Vice President Gore held that day in San Francisco.500  Ernst & Young conducted a review
of Pan’s September 1996 $20,000 contribution.501  The DNC mailed a review
questionnaire to Pan on a date uncertain but apparently received no immediate response;502

the copy of Pan’s questionnaire provided to the Committee is predominantly blank.503

Attempts to reach Pan at the number provided to the DNC were also unsuccessful.  The
Ernst & Young auditor noted that: “[Pan is] currently in China.  [N]ot knowing [sic] his
number.  Also he’s moving a lot in China.”504  Ernst & Young designated the Pan file
“Term[inated].”505  After Ernst & Young’s unsuccessful attempt to verify the legality of
Pan’s contribution, IGI made an attempt.506  On January 16, 1997, an IGI employee
contacted one of Pan’s employees regarding the contribution.507  According to notes from
the IGI interview, “[the woman] was unable to answer whether [Pan] is a U.S. citizen, but
said that he or she would call us back next week to answer our questions.”508  There is no

                                               
498 Id.; see Id. at 1-22.
499 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex.  Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
500 DNC Check Tracking Form for Wells Fargo Bank Check No. 1091 from Sy Zuan Pan to the DNC in
the Amount of $20,000, September 18, 1996, D0000443 (Exhibit 308); Ernst & Young Contribution
Review Materials for Sy Zuan Pan, DNC 1802793-DNC 1802794, DNC 1802797, DNC 1802799, DNC
1802801-DNC 1802802, and DNC 1802812-DNC 1802814, at 7 (Exhibit 309).
501 Id.
502 Id. at 1-9.
503 Id. at 4-6.
504 Id. at  8.
505 Id. at 1.
506 IGI Contribution Review Materials for Sy Zuan Pan, HS 006439-HS 006441 (Exhibit 310).
507 Id. at 2.
508 Id.
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indication that Pan ever returned IGI’s call and the IGI notes indicate that it was unable to
gather any additional information on Pan.509

In the wake of IGI’s investigation of Pan’s contribution, Pan’s attorney, Arnold
Chin of San Francisco, in a January 29, 1997, letter to an Ernst & Young auditor requested
that the contribution be returned, stating that:

I represent Mr. Sy Zuan Guo [sic] with regards to his donation/contribution
of the sum of $20,000 to the Democratic National Committee for the 1996
Presidential Election.  I am in receipt of your questionnaire concerning the
donation/contribution made from my client.

If the donation is subject to inquiry then on behalf of my client, I am
requesting that the donation/contribution be returned through my office.  My client
will not complete any questionnaire.510

The DNC has returned over 50 contributions at the request of contributors, but the DNC
retained Pan’s contribution.511

Pan has cooperated with the Committee through his attorney Chin.  On July 23,
1998, a Committee counsel interviewed Chin regarding his client’s contribution to the
DNC.512  Chin indicated that at the time of the contribution and currently Pan is not
“technically a resident for the purposes of migration [sic].”513  Chin confirmed that Pan’s
contribution was illegal under federal election law.514  That same day, Chin wrote the
Committee to confirm that Pan “requested the return of the money from the DNC after he
found out that he could not make such a donation . . . .  The DNC never knew that he was
not eligible to donate because of his immigration status in the United States.”515  The
federal election law provision to which Chin refers in his interview and his letter is 2 U.S.C.
§ 441e(a) which makes it unlawful for a foreign national to make a political contribution.516

Even though Pan did not complete the Ernst & Young questionnaire as requested
and Pan’s attorney requested the return of Pan’s $20,000 contribution, the DNC retained
it.  Based on the foregoing, Pan’s contribution was given in violation of 2 U.S.C. §
441e(a)— the prohibition against contributions by foreign nationals.  Therefore, the DNC
should return Pan’s contribution to him or disgorge it to the U.S. Treasury.517

                                               
509 Id. at 1-3.
510 Letter from Arnold Chin, Esq. to Eric Guo, January 26, 1997 (emphasis added) (Exhibit 311).
511 Ex. 7 DNC List of Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20,
1997, at 1-9.
512 Committee Interview of Arnold Chin, July 23, 1998.
513 Id.
514 Id.
515 Letter from Arnold Chin, Esq. to Tim Griffin, Esq., July 23, 1998 (Exhibit 312).
516 See generally Committee Interview of Arnold Chin, July 23, 1998.
517 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
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K&L International, Inc. $150,000 (Illegal)

On May 6, 1996, Il Sung Construction Co., Ltd. (“Il Sung”), a Korean corporation
based in Soeul, Korea, transferred $200,000 via electronic wire into the checking account
of Chong Kim & Associates, Inc.,518 a California corporation based in Los Angeles.519  On
May 11, 1996, Chong Kim, the President of Chong Kim & Associates, issued a check in
the amount of $150,000 to the DNC on the Wilshire State Bank checking account of K&L
International, Inc. (“K&L”),520 another California corporation controlled by Chong Kim.521

At the time the $150,000 check was written, K&L’s checking account balance was
$3,341.24.522  In order to insure that K&L’s account would have a sufficient balance to
cover the check, on May 17, 1996, Chong Kim purchased a $150,000 cashier’s check from
Sumitomo Bank of California (“Sumitomo Bank”) in Los Angeles523 and deposited it into
K&L’s checking account.524 But it was too late: the check to the DNC had bounced on
May 15, 1996, due to insufficient funds.525  Although Kim could not recall whether he
forwarded another check to the DNC in the amount of $150,000 to replace the bounced
check or whether the initial check cleared his account on the second attempt,526 bank
records indicate that the original check issued on May 15, 1996, was rerouted through
Wilshire Bank and cleared on June 3, 1996.527

                                                                                                                                            
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex.  Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
518 Sumitomo Bank Account Statement of Chong Kim & Associates, May 31, 1996 (Exhibit 313);
Sumitomo Bank Wire Transfer Report of Chong Kim & Associates, May 31, 1996 (Exhibit 314);
Committee Interview of Chong Kim, July 20, 1998.
519 Office of California Secretary of State, Corporate Records.
520 Wilshire State Bank Check No. 1087 from K&L to the DNC in the Amount of $150,000, May 11, 1996
(Exhibit 315); DNC Check Tracking Form for Wilshire State Bank Check No. 1087 from K&L to the DNC
in the Amount of $150,000, May 11, 1996 (Exhibit 316).
521 Office of California Secretary of State, Corporate Records.
522 Wilshire State Bank Account Statement for K&L, May 31, 1996 (Exhibit 317).
523 Ex. 313 Sumitomo Bank Account Statement of Chong Kim & Associates, May 31, 1996; Sumitomo
Bank    Cashier’s Check Register of K&L in the Amount of $150,000, May 17, 1996 (Exhibit 318);
Sumitomo Bank Cashier’s Check, May 17, 1996 (Exhibit 319); Sumitomo Bank Cashier’s Check (Copy
No. 2), May 17, 1996, and Wilshire State Bank Deposit Ticket of K&L in the Amount of $150,000, May
17, 1996 (Exhibit 320).
524 Ex. 317 Wilshire State Bank Account Statement for K&L, May 31, 1996; Ex. 320 Sumitomo Bank
Cashier’s Check (Copy No. 2), May 17, 1996, and Wilshire State Bank Deposit Ticket of K&L in the
Amount of $150,000, May 17, 1996; Ex. 319 Sumitomo Bank Cashier’s Check, May 17, 1996.
525 Ex. 315 Wilshire State Bank Check No. 1087 from K&L to the DNC in the Amount of $150,000, May
11, 1996; Ex. 317 Wilshire State Bank Account Statement for K&L, May 31, 1996.
526 Committee Interview of Chong Kim, August 28, 1998.
527 Wilshire State Bank Account Statement for K&L, June 28, 1996 (Exhibit 321); Ex. 315 Wilshire State
Bank Check No. 1087 from K&L to the DNC in the Amount of $150,000, May 11, 1996; see generally
http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
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Interestingly, although K&L’s initial check was signed by Kim,528 K&L’s
contribution was not attributed to him; it was attributed to Los Angeles businessman
Robert Lee, a friend and business associate of Kim.529  The contribution information
provided to the Committee by the DNC lists then-DNC Finance Director Richard Sullivan
and David Carroll as the DNC contacts for the contribution and Arkansas attorney Larry
Wallace as the solicitor.530

According to Wallace, Lee, whom he had known for several years, initially
approached him seeking business opportunities for Korean based Il Sung.531  Lee also
expressed an interest in making a contribution to the DNC.532  Wallace introduced Lee to
then-DNC Finance Director Richard Sullivan and David Carroll at the DNC and asked
them to assist Lee with his contribution.533  Wallace told Committee counsel that he
advised Sullivan and Carroll to insure that Lee understood the contribution must be made
with his money.534  The only time Wallace ever met Kim is when Lee and Kim visited him
at his hotel room in Washington, D.C., at which time Lee expressed the desire to
contribute.535  According to Wallace, he tried to make it very clear to them that they had to
contribute U.S. money and that it could not simply be funds routed through a U.S. bank
account.536

Chong Kim advised Committee investigators that he has never owned any part of Il
Sung.537  At the time of the contribution, K&L had yet to complete its first business
project.538  According to Kim, his contribution to the DNC was part of an effort to develop
overseas business opportunities in conjunction with Il Sung.539  The remaining $50,000 of
the $200,000 received by Chong Kim from Il Sung was paid to Larry Wallace and Robert
Lee, $25,000 each.540  Kim advised Committee counsel that Wallace and Lee were paid to
assist in the development of overseas business opportunities.541  Wallace confirmed that he
                                               
528 Ex. 315 Wilshire State Bank Check No. 1087 from K&L to the DNC in the Amount of $150,000, May
11, 1996; Committee Interview of Chong Kim, July 7, 1998; Ex. 316 DNC Check Tracking Form for
Wilshire State Bank Check No. 1087 from K&L to the DNC in the Amount of $150,000, May 11, 1996.
529 Committee Interview of Chong Kim, July 7, 1998; Ex. 316 DNC Check Tracking Form for Wilshire
State Bank Check No. 1087 from K&L to the DNC in the Amount of $150,000, May 11, 1996.
530 Id.
531 Committee Interview of Larry Wallace, August 7, 1998.
532 Id.
533 Id.
534 Id.
535 Id.
536 Id.
537 Committee Interview of Chong Kim, July 20, 1998.
538 IGI Contribution Review Materials of K&L, HS 003786, HS 011373, and HS 003787-HS 003815, at 2
(Exhibit 322); Ira Chinoy and Lena H. Sun, “Unwary DNC Accepted Donations at Face Value,”
Washington Post, November 22, 1996, at A1.
539 Committee Interview of Chong Kim, July 7, 1998.
540 Committee Interview of Chong Kim, July 7, 1998; Committee Interview of Larry Wallace, August 7,
1998; Sumitomo Bank Payment Order of Chong Kim & Associates in the Amount of $25,000, May 6,
1996 (Exhibit 323); Ex. 313 Sumitomo Bank Account Statement of Chong Kim & Associates, May 31,
1996.
541 Committee Interview of Chong Kim, July 7, 1998.
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assisted Lee with some overseas business projects but was unaware that any of the money
given to the DNC or paid to him was provided by Chong Kim or Il Sung.542  Wallace said
he was under the mistaken impression that Lee was the source of the funds and that Lee
was the contact for K&L.543  This would possibly explain the attribution of K&L’s
contribution to Lee on the DNC check tracking form.544

Ernst & Young conducted a review of K&L’s May 1996 $150,000 contribution
and was unable to confirm the address and telephone number provided by K&L.545

Apparently, no review questionnaire was completed.546  After Ernst & Young’s
unsuccessful attempt to verify the legality of K&L’s contribution, IGI made an attempt.547

On January 9, 1997, an IGI employee interviewed Lee regarding K&L’s contribution.548

Lee asserted that although K&L “has not done any commercial development in the United
States . . . , the funds he contributed came from ‘earnings in the U.S.’”549

Despite the questions raised by the Ernst & Young review of K&L’s contribution,
the DNC retained it.  Moreover, the Committee has no evidence that the DNC discussed
the contribution with then-Finance Director Richard Sullivan, David Carroll or Larry
Wallace in conjunction with the DNC’s contribution review, even though Wallace had
warned Sullivan and Carroll to proceed with caution.  In any event, K&L’s $150,000
contribution violated both 2 U.S.C. § 441e(a) and 2 U.S.C. § 441f, and thus, the DNC
should disgorge K&L’s illegal $150,000 contribution to the U.S. Treasury.550

American Great Ground Group $7,000 (Suspect)

On July 20, 1996, American Great Ground Group, Inc. (“AGGG”), a California
corporation, issued a check to the DNC in the amount of $7,000551 in conjunction with the

                                               
542 Committee Interview of Larry Wallace, August 7, 1998.
543 Id.
544 See Ex. 316 DNC Check Tracking Form for Wilshire State Bank Check No. 1087 from K&L to the
DNC in the Amount of $150,000, May 11, 1996.
545 Ernst & Young Contribution Review Materials of K&L, DNC 1806062, and DNC 1806066-DNC
1806072, at 2 (Exhibit 324 ).
546 Id. at 1-8.
547 Ex. 322 IGI Contribution Review Materials of K&L, HS 003786, HS 011373, and HS 003787-HS
003815.
548 Id. at 2.
549 Id.
550 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex. 6 Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
551 Bank of America Check No. 1524 from AGGG to the DNC in the Amount of $7,000, July 20, 1996
(Exhibit 325); DNC Check Tracking Form for Bank of America Check No. 1524 from AGGG to the DNC
in the Amount of $7,000, July 20, 1996 (Exhibit 326).
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July 22, 1996, DNC Asian Dinner fund-raiser at the Century Plaza Hotel in Los Angeles.552

John Huang was the DNC contact for the contribution.553

Ernst & Young conducted a review of AGGG’s July 1996 $7,000 contribution and
was unable to confirm the address provided by AGGG.554  The DNC mailed a review
questionnaire to James Shang, the contact for AGGG, in December 1996, but apparently
received no response; the copy of AGGG’s questionnaire provided to the Committee is
completely blank.555  Attempts to reach Shang at the number provided to the DNC were
also unsuccessful.556  Ernst & Young’s review notes indicate that it was unable to gather
any significant information on AGGG and designated the file “Term[inated].”557  After
Ernst & Young’s unsuccessful attempt to verify the legality of AGGG’s contribution, IGI
made an attempt.558  Shang did not return a Committee investigator’s telephone calls.

The Committee has reviewed AGGG bank records:  apparently, AGGG’s
predominant source of revenue at the time of the contribution was a series of wire
transfers, all of which originated with the Bank of Communications in Shenyang, China,559

a bank owned and operated by the Chinese government.560  Although inconclusive,
AGGG’s bank records appear to indicate that the Bank of Communications was not only
the issuing bank but also the ultimate source of the funds.561

As indicated previously, foreign nationals are prohibited from making a political
contribution directly or through any other person, or making an expenditure, in connection
with an election to any political office.562  The term “person” includes a corporation.563 The
term “foreign national” includes the foreign principal of a domestic corporation.564  In FEC
Advisory Opinion 1989-20, the FEC “prohibited contributions by a real estate development
company that was predominately funded by a foreign national parent, and whose projects

                                               
552 Id.
553 Id.
554 IGI Contribution Review Materials for AGGG/James Shang, HS 007737-HS 007760, at 3-4 (Exhibit
327).
555 Id. at 2
556 Id. at 11-18.
557 Id. at 2.
558 See Id. at 1-24.
559 Bank of America Account Statement of AGGG, June 28, 1996 (Exhibit 328); Bank of America Wire
Transfer Report of AGGG in the Amount of $35,785, June 26, 1996 (Exhibit 329); Bank of America
Account Statement of AGGG, June 31, 1996 (Exhibit 330); Bank of America Account Statement of
AGGG, August 30, 1996 (Exhibit 331); Bank of America Wire Transfer Report of AGGG in the Amount
of $47,985, August 23, 1996 (Exhibit 332).
560 Cheung Lai-Kuen, “Outlook on China Groups Lowered,” South China Morning Post, March 22, 1997,
at 2.
561 Ex. 329 Bank of America Wire Transfer Report of AGGG in the Amount of $35,785, June 26, 1996;
Ex. 332 Bank of America Wire Transfer Report of AGGG in the Amount of $47,985, August 23, 1996.
562 2 U.S.C. § 441e(a); 11 CFR § 110.4(a)(1) and (2); FEC Advisory Opinion No. 1992-16, June 26, 1992.
563 2 U.S.C. § 431(11).
564 FEC Advisory Opinion 1992-16 (citing 22 U.S.C. § 611(b); 2 U.S.C. § 441e(b)(1); 11 C.F.R. §
110.4(a)(4)(i)).
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were not yet generating income.”565  The ultimate source of the wire transfers in this case
are not conclusively known.  However, if the wire transfers, and thus the contribution,
originated with a foreign principal of AGGG’s, AGGG’s contribution was an illegal
contribution by a foreign national in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441e(a).

As on other occasions, despite the paucity of information gathered pursuant to the
Ernst & Young and IGI reviews, the DNC decided to retain AGGG’s $7,000 contribution.
However, based on an analysis of AGGG’s bank records, its $7,000 contribution appears
to constitute a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441e(a) and, in any event, should be disgorged to
the U.S. Treasury based on the DNC’s own criteria of insufficient information.566

Yong Xing Huang $10,000 (Suspect)

On May 6, 1996, Y.X. Huang, a relative of John Huang,567 deposited $5,000 cash
into his checking account at Asia Bank, N.A. (“Asia Bank”), in Elmhurst, New York.568

At the time of the deposit, Y.X. Huang’s checking account balance was $8,146.74.569

Three days later, on May 9, 1996, Y.X. Huang deposited an additional $5,000 cash.570  On
May 13, 1996, Y.X. Huang issued a check in the amount of $10,000 to the DNC in
conjunction with the DNC’s Asian Pacific American Leadership Council May 13, 1996,
fund-raiser held the same day at the Sheraton-Carlton Hotel in Washington, D.C.571  (Of
the $579,000 raised at this event, the DNC returned or disgorged at least $475,000, 82%
of the total raised.)572  According to documents produced to the Committee by the DNC,
John Huang was both the solicitor of and the DNC contact for Y.X. Huang’s
contribution.573

                                               
565 FEC Advisory Opinion 1992-16 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1989-20).
566 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
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Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
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Deposit Ticket of Y.X. Huang in the Amount of $5,000, May 6, 1996 (Exhibit 333); Asia Bank Account
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the Amount of $10,000, May 13, 1996 D 0000335 (Exhibit 337).
572 See generally Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal
Election Campaign Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , S. Rep. No. 167, 195 th Cong.,
2d Sess., vol. 4, 4816 (1998); Ex. 7 DNC List of Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the
Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
573 Ex. 337 DNC Check Tracking Form for Asia Bank Check No. 102 from Y.X. Huang to the DNC in the
Amount of $10,000, May 13, 1996 D 0000335.
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Ernst & Young conducted a review of Y.X. Huang’s May 1996 $10,000
contribution.574 Although Ernst & Young discussed Y.X. Huang’s contribution with his
daughter,575 they did not receive any information directly from Y.X. Huang regarding his
contributions.576  The Ernst & Young auditor noted that “[w]e need to speak to father [sic]
directly,”577 but apparently neither Ernst & Young nor the DNC ever did.578  Two review
forms relating to Y.X. Huang’s contribution were provided to the Committee: one of the
review forms is blank and labeled “Terminated.”579  The other review form is complete and
labeled “Unsuccessful.”580

After the Ernst & Young review, IGI gathered a limited amount of additional
information regarding Y.X. Huang.581  However, through IGI, the DNC was able to
determine that his social security number had been valid for approximately ten years at the
time of the contribution582 and that his home had an assessed value of $361,000.583  This
information evidently provided the DNC with the minimum information needed to conclude
that the contribution was legal and appropriate; the DNC retained the contribution.

The Committee was successful in contacting Y.X. Huang.584  On August 14, 1998,
Y.X. Huang contacted a Committee attorney telephonically through his daughter Sharon
Huang, who served as a translator;585  Y.X. Huang speaks only limited English.586  Y.X.
Huang indicated that his relative John Huang solicited his contribution in the amount of
$10,000.587  Y.X. Huang advised that he has not seen John Huang in several months.588

When asked about the source of the $10,000 cash deposited into his account, Y.X. Huang
indicated that a “traditional Chinese organization loaned him the money.”589  He denied
that the money was John Huang’s.590  Y.X. Huang was unwilling or unable to provide
additional details regarding the loan.591

Particularly suspicious is the fact that the $10,000 cash was deposited in two
separate portions of $5,000 each.592  Y.X. Huang had no explanation for breaking the

                                               
574 IGI Contribution Review Materials for Y.X. Huang, HS 007153-HS 007190, at 6 (Exhibit 338).
575 Id. at 22.
576 Id. at 1-38.
577 Id. at 28.
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579 Id. at 6.
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592 Ex. 334 Asia Bank Account Statement of Y.X. Huang, May 20, 1996.
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deposit into two equal halves.593  As indicated previously, under federal law, a CTR must
be filed in conjunction with any cash transaction involving $10,000 or more.594 It is a
federal crime to avoid the generation of a CTR purposefully.595

With regard to matters discussed with Committee investigators, Y.X. Huang’s
veracity is questionable: when asked about a $50,000 cashier’s check that he received from
a Cecilia Soohoo596 and deposited into his Asia Bank account,597 he did not recall receiving
the $50,000 check and denied knowing Soohoo.598  Committee counsel informed Y.X.
Huang that the Committee is in possession of his bank records,599 nonetheless, during
detailed questioning regarding the $50,000, Y.X. Huang repeated his previous answers.600

Later that same day, on August 14, 1998, Y.X. Huang re-contacted Committee
counsel telephonically through his daughter Sharon Huang.601  At that time, Y.X. Huang
indicated that he then recalled receiving the $50,000.602  According to Y.X. Huang, he
received the $50,000 in the form of a wire transfer from his relative Sin Yun Chen of Hong
Kong who needed to store the money in his account because she wanted to purchase a
home in the United States.603  Bank records indicate that the $50,000— after being
deposited into Y.X. Huang’s account on May 23, 1996604— was sent via wire transfer to
the People’s Construction Bank of China in Zhe Jiang, China on May 24, 1996.605

Moreover, Committee counsel informed Y.X. Huang that the $50,000 was not a wire
transfer; it was a cashier’s check from Cecilia Soohoo.606  He again denied knowing
Soohoo. 607  Y.X. Huang was unable to provide further details regarding the transaction.608

Despite the fact that the DNC’s review of Y.X. Huang’s contribution was labeled
“Terminated” and labeled “Unsuccessful,” the DNC apparently decided that it had
                                               
593 Committee Interview of Y.X. Huang, August 14, 1998.
594 See generally 31 U.S.C. §§ 5313 and 5322; 31 C.F.R. § 103.22.
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85

sufficient information to declare the contribution appropriate and retain it.  That fact
notwithstanding, based on Huang’s proven history of using conduits to contribute to the
DNC and the suspicious activity evidenced by Y.X. Huang’s bank records, the evidence
indicates that his $10,000 was most likely another illegal conduit contribution generated by
John Huang in violation of  2 U.S.C. § 441f.  In any event, the Y.X. Huang’s $10,000
contribution is highly suspect and should be disgorged to the U.S. Treasury based on the
DNC’s own criterion of insufficient information.609

Platinum Realty, Inc. $22,500 (Suspect)

Platinum Realty, Inc. (“Platinum”) contributed $12,500 to the DNC on February
19, 1996, in conjunction with the DNC’s Asian Dinner fund-raiser held that same day at
the Hay Adams Hotel610 and contributed an additional $10,000 to the DNC on July 18,
1996, in conjunction with the DNC’s July 22, 1996, Asian Dinner fund-raiser at the
Century Plaza Hotel, Los Angeles, California.611  Both contribution checks were issued
from Platinum’s checking account at the American International Bank in Los Angeles and
signed by Platinum’s president Huey Min Yu.612

John Huang was the DNC contact for and solicitor of Platinum’s contributions.613

In addition, telephone records and other documents produced to the Committee provide
additional links between Yu and Huang.614  The telephone records show calls between Yu
and Huang around the time of Yu’s July contribution.615

On several occasions during December 1996 and January 1997, the DNC and Ernst
& Young personnel contacted Yu and one of his employees regarding his contributions to

                                               
609 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
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the DNC.616  On January 7, 1997, Yu provided an Ernst & Young auditor with the
information requested by the Ernst & Young questionnaire.617  The auditor inquired of Yu:

Would you be willing to send me a letter confirming that fact, and also confirming
that none of the money came from outside of the United States or from a source
other than [company’s] U.S. funds?618

Yu responded yes.619  Yu apparently never confirmed the source of the funds used for the
contribution.  The auditor’s notes indicate that Yu “was aggravated by the questions,
particularly citizenship & income.  Mentioned having someone from the DNC call him.”620

The Ernst & Young auditor labeled Yu’s review file “Survey Unsuccessful.”621 The
Committee twice unsuccessfully attempted to contact Yu.

In a letter to an Ernst & Young auditor written the same day of the Ernst & Young
interview, Huey Min Yu requested the return of his contribution, stating in pertinent part
that:

I regret to hear that DNC [sic] has considered my contributions unacceptable due
to lack of information . . . .  Should the receiving entity to [sic] my contribution
captioned above considered [sic] the information given by me at the time of
contribution as “incomplete” and therefore is an unacceptable transaction, then
please consider this letter as my formal request that the subject contributions be
returned as soon as possible.622

As a result of his objection to the DNC review, Yu provided no information which would
have enabled the DNC to make an informed determination regarding the legality or
appropriateness of Platinum Realty’s contribution.  But despite the paucity of information
gathered pursuant to the Ernst & Young review and its own characterization of the review
as “unsuccessful,” the DNC retained Yu’s $22,500 in contributions.  The DNC has
returned over 50 contributions at the request of the contributor.623  Due to insufficient
information and Yu’s own request for the return of his contributions, the DNC should
returned Yu’s $22,500 to him or disgorge his contributions to the U.S. Treasury.624
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Ji Ping Yu $5,000 (Suspect)

On August 17, 1996, Ji Ping Yu issued a check in the amount of $5,000 to the
DNC’s Victory ’96 fund.625  Two days later, on August 19, 1996, Ji Ping Yu deposited
$5,500 in cash in two separate transactions, $2,500 and then $3,000.626  Yu’s checking
account balance was $2,745.86 at the time of the initial deposit.627  Although difficult to
decipher due to poor copy quality, the deposits appear to have been made almost
simultaneously.628  The check cleared Yu’s Citibank checking account on August 23,
1996.629

According to DNC contribution information provided to the Committee, the
contribution was solicited by Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie in conjunction with the President’s
Birthday Party fund-raiser held in New York City on August 19, 1996.630  The DNC
contact/fund-raiser for the contribution was Richard Sullivan.631  The DNC apparently
reviewed Yu’s contribution, but the Committee has limited— three pages with information
obtained by the contributor at the time of contribution— information regarding the
review.632

It is essential to note that Trie used a number of conduit contributors to funnel
thousands of dollars into the DNC during August 1996, most, if not all, of which was in
conjunction with the DNC’s Birthday Party fund-raiser for the President.633  Based on Trie’s
proven history of using conduits to contribute to the DNC and the suspicious activity
evidenced by Ji Ping Yu’s bank records, the evidence indicates that Yu’s $5,000 may have
been an illegal conduit contribution in violation of  2 U.S.C. § 441f.  In any event, the DNC
–and the Committee for that matter— have been unable to obtain sufficient information to
make an informed decision as to the legality or appropriateness of this contribution.

                                                                                                                                            
1998; Ex. 6 Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
625 Citibank Check No. 833 from Tze Hwa Yu and Ji Ping Yu to Victory 96 in the Amount of $5,000,
August 17, 1996 (Exhibit 350); Citibank Account Statement of Tze Hwa Yu and Ji Ping Yu, August 26,
1996 (Exhibit 351).
626 Id.; Citibank Deposit Ticket of Ji Ping Yu in the Amount of $2,500, August 19, 1996 (Exhibit 352);
Citibank Deposit Ticket of Ji Ping Yu in the Amount of $3,000, August 19, 1996 (Exhibit 353).
627 Id.
628 The sequential transaction numbers stamped on the rear of the deposit tickets are evidence that the two
deposits were made in sequence and simultaneously.  Ex. 352 Citibank Deposit Ticket of Ji Ping Yu in the
Amount of $2,500, August 19, 1996; Ex. 353 Citibank Deposit Ticket of Ji Ping Yu in the Amount of
$3,000, August 19, 1996.  While the deposit tickets are dated August 18, 1996 in handwriting, the account
statement indicates that the deposits were made on August 19, 1996. Ex. 351 Citibank Account Statement
of Tze Hwa Yu and Ji Ping Yu, August 26, 1996.
629 Id.
630 IGI Contribution Review Materials for Ji Ping Yu, HS 002576-HS 002578, at 3 (Exhibit 354).
631 Id. at 2.
632 Id. at 1-3.
633 See Federal Grand Jury Indictment of Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie, U.S. District Court for the District of
Columbia, January 28, 1998.
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Therefore, pursuant to DNC criteria and DNC practice, the DNC should return Yu’s $5,000
contribution to him or disgorge it to the U.S. Treasury.634

Kuang Tao Zhou $50,000 (Suspect)

On April 18, 1996, Mei Chi Kuo Chow of Los Angeles, California, issued a check
in the amount of $30,000 to Kuang Tao Zhou,635 a college student who resides in
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.636  The entire $30,000 can be traced to a $60,000 February 27,
1996, wire transfer from Tzu Shih Chow’s account at Chinatrust Commercial Bank to Mei
Chi Kuo Chow’s account at Union Bank, Santa Monica, California.637  Zhou deposited the
$30,000 check into his account at Jefferson Bank of Philadelphia that same day.638  His
checking account balance was $3,646.70 at the time of the deposit.639  The following day,
on April 19, 1996, Zhou issued a check in the amount of $30,000 to the DNC in
conjunction with the April 26, 1996, Philadelphia POTUS Gala/Rendell Dinner.640  DNC
contribution information produced to the Committee attributes the solicitation of Zhou’s
contribution to Mayor Ed Rendell of Philadelphia.641  In addition to the foregoing, Zhou
contributed an additional $26,500 to the DNC, $2,000 to the DSCC and $4,000 to
congressional and senatorial candidates.642

Also on April 19, 1996, Zhou received a $19,985 wire into his Jefferson Bank
                                               
634 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex. 6 Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
635 Union Bank of California Account Statement of Mei Chi Kuo Chow, April 24, 1996 (Exhibit 355);
Union Bank of California Check No. 2772 from Mei Chi Kuo Chow to Kuang Tao Zhou in the Amount of
$30,000, April 18, 1996, and Jefferson Bank Deposit Ticket of Kuang Tao Zhou in the Amount of $37,000,
April 18, 1996 (Exhibit 356).
636 IGI Contribution Review Materials for Kuang Tao Zhou, HS 001600-HS 001620, at 2 (Exhibit 357);
“Rendell’s Top Donor Just Wants Spot in Law School,” Harrisburg Patriot, December 18, 1996, at B6.
637 Union Bank of California Wire Transfer Report of Mei Chi Kuo Chow in the Amount of $59,985,
February 28, 1996 (Exhibit 358); Union Bank of California Account Statement of Mei Chi Kuo Chow,
March 26, 1996 (Exhibit 359).
638 Ex. Union Bank of California Check No. 2772 from Mei Chi Kuo Chow to Kuang Tao Zhou in the
Amount of $30,000, April 18, 1996, and Jefferson Bank Deposit Ticket of Kuang Tao Zhou in the Amount
of $37,000, April 18, 1996; Jefferson Bank Account Statement of Kuang Tao Zhou, May 13, 1996 (Exhibit
360).
639 Ex. Jefferson Bank Account Statement of Kuang Tao Zhou, May 13, 1996.
640 Id.; Jefferson Bank Check No. 480 from Kuang Tao Zhou to the DNC Non-Federal in the Amount of
$30,000, April 19, 1996 (Exhibit 361); Ex. 357 IGI Contribution Review Materials for Kuang Tao Zhou,
HS 001600-HS 001620, at 2.
641 Id.
642 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.  April 24, 1996, $10,000 to the DNC; April 24, 1996, $10,000 to the DNC; August
12, 1996, $1,500 to the DNC Birthday Victory Fund; June 6, 1997, $2,000 to Rep. Richard Gephardt (D-
MO-3); October 10, 1997, $1,000 to Sen. Edward M. Kennedy (D-MA); October 22, 1997, $5,000 to the
DNC; October 28, 1997, $2,000 to the DSCC; March 31, 1998, $2,000 to Geraldine Ferraro (D-NY); April
9, 1998, $500 to Robert A. Borski (D-PA-3).
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account from Tzu Shih Chow in Taiwan.643  FEC data and press reports indicate that Zhou
contributed an additional $20,000 to the DNC in April 1996 in two separate $10,000
contributions which Zhou has described as a “credit card” contribution.644

Ernst & Young conducted a review of Zhou’s April 1996 $30,000 contribution and
was unable to confirm the address and telephone number provided by Zhou.645  The DNC
mailed a review questionnaire to Zhou on January 6, 1997,646 but apparently received no
response; the copy of Zhou’s questionnaire provided to the Committee is completely
blank.647  After Ernst & Young’s unsuccessful attempt to verify the legality of Zhou’s
contribution, IGI made an attempt.648  IGI’s review notes indicate that it was unable to
gather any additional information on Zhou.649

On July 8, 1998, Committee investigators unsuccessfully attempted to telephone
and locate Mei Chi Kuo and Tzu Shih Chow in Los Angeles, California.  Also, Committee
investigators repeatedly made unsuccessful attempts to telephone Zhou in Philadelphia at
numbers provided by him to the DNC.

As in other instances of suspect contributions, despite the paucity of information
gathered pursuant to the Ernst & Young and IGI reviews, the DNC decided to retain
Zhou’s $30,000 contribution.  The DNC apparently did not conduct a review regarding
Zhou’s additional $20,000 in contributions also made in April 1996.  While Zhou is a U.S.
Citizen according to Ernst & Young notes650 and the son of a wealthy Taiwanese
magnate,651 bank records indicate that his three contributions to the DNC totaling $50,000
appear to have been illegal conduit contributions in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f.  In any
event, the DNC has insufficient information to determine the legality or appropriateness of
Zhou’s contributions.  Therefore, pursuant to federal regulations and DNC practice, the
DNC should disgorge Zhou’s $50,000 in contributions to the U.S. Treasury.652

                                               
643 Jefferson Bank Account Credit Ticket of Kuang Tao Zhou in the Amount of $19,977, April 19, 1996
(Exhibit 362).
644 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998; “Rendell’s Top Donor Just Wants Spot in Law School,” Harrisburg Patriot,
December 18, 1996.  The Committee has gathered credit card records that confirm a $10,000 contribution
to the DNC on April 23, 1996.  Citibank Credit Card Account Statement for Kuang Tao Zhou, April 30,
1996 (Exhibit 363).  The Committee has not confirmed the second $10,000 contribution made on April 24,
1996, as indicated by the FEC data and in the press.
645 Ex. 357 IGI Contribution Review Materials for Kuang Tao Zhou, HS 001600-HS 001620, at 3 and 5-7.
646 Id. at 3.
647 Id. at 9-21.
648 Id. at 1-21.
649 Id. at 6-8.
650 Id. at 4.
651 “Rendell’s Top Donor Just Wants Spot in Law School,” Harrisburg Patriot, December 18, 1996.
652 See FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19; FEC Advisory Opinion 1991-39; Ex. 4 Letter from Joseph E.
Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., June 27, 1997 (citing FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-19 and FEC
Advisory Opinion 1991-39); Ex. 5 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence Noble, Esq., March 25,
1998; Ex. 6 Letter from Judah Best, Esq. to James C. Wilson, Esq., April 15, 1998; Ex. 7 DNC List of
Contributions Returned or Disgorged Produced to the Committee on November 20, 1997, at 1-9.
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PAULINE KANCHANALAK RELATED CONTRIBUTIONS
DURING THE 1992, 1994 AND 1996 ELECTION CYCLES

 
Duangnet Kronenberg $261,500 and Pauline Kanchanalak $112,500 (Illegal)

During the period September 1992 through June 1996, then-DNC fund-raiser
Pauline Kanchanalak and her sister-in-law, Duangnet “Georgie” Kronenberg, illegally
funneled at least $679,000 to the DNC and other Democratic causes.653  In the wake of
intense press scrutiny and a DNC internal investigation regarding Kanchanalak and her
fund-raising activities, the DNC returned Kanchanalak’s contributions totaling $253,500654

on November 20, 1996.655  In contrast, the press paid far less attention to Kronenberg,
whose contributions are detailed below:656

Name Check Date FEC Date Recipient Amount

Duangnet Kronenberg 09/23/92 09/28/92 DNC
$4,000

Duangnet Kronenberg 09/24/92 09/28/92 DNC
$5,000

Duangnet Kronenberg 05/26/94 05/27/94 DNC
$20,000

Duangnet Kronenberg 06/07/94 06/13/94 DNC
$15,000

Duangnet Kronenberg 02/26/96 02/29/96 DNC
$5,000

Duangnet Kronenberg 03/08/96 03/11/96 DNC
$5,000

Duangnet Kronenberg 03/14/96 03/15/96 DNC
$5,000

Duangnet Kronenberg 05/23/96 06/06/96 DNC
$5,000

Duangnet Kronenberg 06/18/96 06/19/96 DNC
$50,000

Owing to what appears to have been relatively little press scrutiny of Kronenberg— a
database search of national periodicals indicates that only 27 articles mentioning
Kronenberg were published between the breaking of the campaign finance scandal on
September 21, 1996, and December 31, 1996, in contrast to 149 articles mentioning

                                               
653 Federal Grand Jury Indictment of Pauline Kanchanalak and Duangnet Kronenberg, U.S. District Court
for the District of Columbia, July 13, 1998.
654 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
655 Marcy Gordon, “DNC Returns $253,000 Attributed to Thai Donor; Businesswoman, a Legal U.S.
Resident, Says Money Actually Came from Mother-in-Law,” Washington Post, November 21, 1996; see
also, http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
656 Id.
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Kanchanalak657— the DNC retained her contributions totaling $114,000 until recently when
it disgorged $105,000 to the U.S. Treasury;658 it did not disgorge $9,000.659  On July 13,
1998, Kanchanalak and Kronenberg were indicted by a federal grand jury and charged with
“conspiring to impair and impede the FEC and to cause the submission of false statements
to the FEC.”660  It was not until the indictment that the DNC pledged to return
Kronenberg’s contributions.661

In addition to the DNC, ten state Democratic parties received contributions from
Kanchanalak and Kronenberg as detailed below:662

Name Check Date FEC Date Recipient Amount

Pauline Kanchanalak 10/20/92 California Democratic Party
$5,000

Pauline Kanchanalak 06/25/96 California Democratic Party
$24,500

Pauline Kanchanalak 06/27/96 Florida Democratic Party
$35,000

Pauline Kanchanalak 06/29/96 Ohio Democratic Party
$33,000

Pauline Kanchanalak 07/05/96 Illinois Democratic Party
$25,000

Pauline Kanchanalak 07/05/96 Pennsylvania Democratic Party
$25,000

Duangnet Kronenberg 09/08/94 Massachusetts Democratic Party
$5,000

Duangnet Kronenberg 10/06/94 Maryland Democratic Party
$4,000

Duangnet Kronenberg 10/06/94 Oklahoma Democratic Party
$5,000

Duangnet Kronenberg 10/06/94 Kentucky Democratic Party
$2,500

Duangnet Kronenberg 10/06/94 West Virginia Democratic Party
$1,000

Duangnet Kronenberg 06/13/96 California Democratic Party
$30,000

Duangnet Kronenberg 06/15/96 Florida Democratic Party
$25,000

                                               
657 The search referenced was conducted on the “allnewsplus” library of the Westlaw database.  The search
used regarding Kronenberg was “date(1996) and (Georgie Duangnet) +2 Kronenberg.  The search used
regarding Kanchanalak was “date (1996) and Pauline +2 Kanchanalak.”
658 See Ex. 18 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence M. Noble, Esq., July 24, 1998.
659 According to a letter from the DNC to the FEC, the DNC did not disgorge the September 23, 1992,
$4,000 contribution to the DNC and the September 24, 1992, $5,000 contribution to the DNC.  See
generally Ex. 18 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence M. Noble, Esq., July 24, 1998.
660 Federal Grand Jury Indictment of Pauline Kanchanalak and Duangnet Kronenberg, U.S. District Court
for the District of Columbia, July 13, 1998.
661 Amy Keller, “Burton Eyes Unreturned DNC Cash,” Roll Call, July 20, 1998.
662 http://wyl.ewg.org, Environmental Working Group Website, Compiled from FEC Data, Last Updated
September 10, 1998.
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Duangnet Kronenberg 06/18/96 Illinois Democratic Party
$30,000

Duangnet Kronenberg 06/21/96 Ohio Democratic Party
$20,000

Duangnet Kronenberg 06/25/96 Pennsylvania Democratic Party
$25,000

Recently, the Committee wrote the ten state Democratic Parties who received
contributions from Kanchanalak and Kronenberg to inquire as to the state parties’ retention
of these contributions and inform them of the indictment and the DNC’s practice of
returning illegal political contributions to the U.S. Treasury pursuant to federal election
law.663  The Committee has received information that Florida, Maryland, and Ohio have
returned the contributions.664  Massachusetts has informed Committee counsel that it is
reviewing the matter.  The remainder have, to date, yet to respond to the Committee.665

These contributions are illegal and should be returned.

The DNC conducted a review of Kronenberg’s contributions in December 1996.666

Kronenberg cooperated with Ernst & Young auditors and indicated that the money
contributed to the DNC was her own.667  In the fall of 1997 much more information
regarding Kronenberg’s contribution came to light as a result of the House and Senate
campaign finance investigations.  On September 16, 1997, the Senate Governmental Affairs
Committee held a hearing focusing directly on certain contributions of Kanchanalak and
Kronenberg.668  The Senate committee publicly disclosed the foreign source of these
contributions.669  However, until recently, the DNC and state Democratic parties evidently
were ignorant of the publicly available evidence that Kronenberg’s contributions were
highly suspect and possibly illegal.

                                               
663 Letters from Chairman Dan Burton to the state Democratic parties of  Maryland, Oklahoma, Kentucky,
West Virginia, California, Florida, Illinois, Ohio, and Pennsylvania, July 24, 1998, and Massachusetts,
August 3, 1998 (Exhibit 364).  Kanchanalak’s contributions to state Democratic parties include: October
20, 1992, $5,000 to the California Democratic Party; June 25, 1996, $24,500 to the California Democratic
Party; June 27, 1996, $35,000 to the Florida Democratic Party; June 29, 1996, $33,000 to the Ohio
Democratic Party; July 5, 1996, $25,000 to the Illinois Democratic Party; July 5, 1996, $25,000 to the
Pennsylvania Democratic Party.
664 Letter from Maryland Democratic Party to Chairman Dan Burton, July 29, 1998 (Exhibit 365); Letter
from Florida Democratic Party to Chairman Dan Burton, July 29, 1998 (Exhibit 366); Letter from Ohio
Democratic party to Chairman Dan Burton, July 30, 1998 (Exhibit 367).
665 The Committee has not received a response from the state Democratic parties of Massachusetts,
Oklahoma, Kentucky, West Virginia, California, Illinois, and Pennsylvania.
666 Ernst & Young Contribution Review Materials for Duangnet Kronenberg, DNC 1802603, DNC
1802606, DNC 1802609-DNC 1802610, DNC 1802612, DNC 1802615, DNC 1802617, and DNC
1802619-DNC 1802623, at 1-12 (Exhibit 368).
667 Id. at 5.
668 See generally Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal
Election Campaign Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , S. Rep. No. 167, 195 th Cong.,
2d Sess., vol. 1, 206-223, 1192, and 475 (1998).
669 See generally Id. at 208 and 475; Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the
1996 Federal Election Campaign Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , 105th Cong., 1st
Sess., Part VII, S. Hrg. 105-300, 384 (1998)
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And, if that were not sufficient, the Final Report of that same Senate committee
dedicated over 15 pages to detailing the fund-raising activities of Kanchanalak and
Kronenberg.670  The report directly questioned the legality of the contributions671 and
contains sufficient information for the DNC to conclude that Kronenberg’s contributions
were possibly illegal and, at a minimum, inappropriate under the DNC’s own criteria of
appropriateness.  DNC General Counsel Sandler even admitted to the Committee that he
read the Senate report “about the time” it was made public,672 but the DNC still did not
return Kronenberg’s contributions.

The DNC ignored the publicly available evidence regarding Kronenberg’s
contributions until she was indicted by a federal grand jury.673  In the wake of the
indictment, DNC spokesman Rick Hess reacted with surprise:

Until the indictment was handed down last week, there was no indication that
donations from Ms. Kronenberg were from anybody but herself.674

Additionally, DNC General Counsel Sandler in a July 24, 1998, letter advised the FEC
that:

Prior to the date of the indictment, the DNC had no information indicating that
these specific contributions were in any way unlawful or improper.675

Prior to the date of the indictment, the public record indicated otherwise.  The DNC’s
litany of misleading statements that were issued when the campaign scandal broke in 1996
continue even today.

It is interesting to note that although the DNC ignored the Senate Final Report with
regard to Kronenberg’s contributions, it has cited that same Final Report to the Committee
when it has supported their decision to retain certain contributions.676 Furthermore, Ms.
Kronenberg has refused to cooperate with both House and Senate investigators and has
invoked her Fifth Amendment privilege against self-incrimination.

In sum, the DNC returned Kanchanalak’s contributions in late 1996 in the wake of
the breaking campaign finance scandal under the lights of intense press scrutiny.  As a

                                               
670 See generally Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal
Election Campaign Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , S. Rep. No. 167, 195 th Cong.,
2d Sess., vol. 1, 206-223 and 1192 (1998).
671 Id. at 208; see also Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal
Election Campaign Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs , 105th Cong., 1st Sess., Part
VII, S. Hrg. 105-300, 384 (1998)
672 Committee Deposition of Joseph E. Sandler, Esq., May 14, 1998, 113.
673 DNC Response to the Committee’s June 23, 1998, Interrogatories, August 6, 1998, at 38-39.
674 Amy Keller, “Burton Eyes Unreturned DNC Cash,” Roll Call, July 20, 1998 (emphasis added).
675 Ex. 18 Letter from Joseph E. Sandler, Esq. to Lawrence M. Noble, Esq., July 24, 1998 (emphasis
added).
676 DNC Response to the Committee’s June 23, 1998, Interrogatories, August 6, 1998, at 12.
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result of its internal inquiry regarding Kanchanalak, the DNC was aware of Kronenberg’s
contributions and her relationship with Kanchanalak.  But the DNC retained Kronenberg’s
contributions.  In September 1997, the Senate held campaign finance hearings which
specifically questioned the legality of Kronenberg’s contributions.  But the DNC retained
Kronenberg’s contributions.  The Senate published its Final Report in early 1998 again
directly questioning the legality of Kronenberg’s contributions and, soon thereafter, DNC
General Counsel Sandler read it.  But the DNC retained Kronenberg’s contributions.  In
July 1998, Kronenberg was indicted by a federal grand jury for campaign finance
violations.  Finally, the DNC returned Kronenberg’s contributions.  Even then the DNC
maintained that they never had any indication Kronenberg’s contributions were “unlawful,”
“improper,” or “from anybody but herself.”  The DNC’s actions with regard to
Kronenberg’s contributions are indicative of the disingenuous approach the DNC has taken
throughout the campaign finance scandal.

CONCLUSION

After an extensive and thorough investigation of the DNC’s contribution review
process and contributions received by it from 1992-1996, it is clear that the DNC’s public
words often were and continue to be at odds with its intentions and actions.  Time and time
again, the DNC received information regarding the illegality or inappropriateness of
contributions, but failed to take the appropriate action of returning or disgorging them.
Moreover, often when the DNC received no significant information regarding
contributions, it retained the funds.  Prompting the DNC to return illegal or otherwise
questionable contributions has at times closely resembled the painful and difficult process
of pulling teeth.

The Committee’s conclusions would likely be altogether different were the
contributions at issue not linked to a variety of other suspicious individuals— most of which
have refused to cooperate with federal authorities— and circumstances under investigation
by the Department of Justice as well as the Committee.  And though the Committee has
been severely hampered in its investigation by non-cooperative witnesses, it still has been
identified over 1.7 million dollars in illegal or suspect contributions that remains in
Democratic coffers, over one million of which is held by the DNC alone.  Hundreds of
thousands of dollars in additional questionable contributions— many of which are almost
certainly illegal— are still under investigation by the Committee.  Many questions regarding
the orchestration of illegal campaign contributions remained unanswered.  The American
People deserve the Truth.  For that reason, the Committee’s investigation continues.
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THE RIADY FAMILY AND JOHN HUANG:  ACCESS AND INFLUENCE
WITH THE CLINTON WHITE HOUSE

INTRODUCTION

John Huang is the first individual to be associated with campaign finance
improprieties in the 1996 elections.  The scandal was brought to the public’s attention in a
September 1996 Los Angeles Times article detailing the first known illegal contribution to
the DNC, and naming John Huang as the fundraiser involved. 1  Soon thereafter, other
questionable DNC contributions came to light, also related to Huang.2  As more
information on possible illegal or inappropriate contributions to the DNC was reported,
the media reviewed Huang’s background and found ties to the Riady family of Indonesia
and President Clinton.3

The Riadys are foreign nationals residing in Indonesia, nevertheless, they were
active participants in the 1992 and 1996 campaigns of President Clinton.  The family’s
facilitator for contributions as well as political matters was John Huang, a former senior
executive with the Lippo Group.  The Riadys had access to the highest levels of the U.S.
Government, including the President and his Cabinet.  James and Aileen Riady, well
known to the President, DNC and White House staff as foreign nationals, attended many
exclusive DNC fundraisers which usually required contributions for attendance.

During the 1996 elections Huang was a fundraiser for the DNC, after leaving his
position at Commerce in late 1995.  Huang had been active in the 1992 campaign, raising
money for then-Governor Clinton, as well as the DNC.  The Committee found that Huang
was responsible for nearly half of the money which has been returned to date by the DNC.
Even after Huang organized events which were widely attended by foreign nationals,
including the Riadys, the DNC did not carefully review the contributions attributed to
Huang.  It is incomprehensible that nobody at the DNC or White House raised concerns
about the fundraising activities occurring at the DNC in the 1996 election cycle.

                                               
1 The report detailed a $250,000 contribution from a subsidiary of a South Korean company, Cheong Am
America Inc.  The DNC acknowledged that it did not return the contribution until the Los Angeles Times
raised questions about its propriety.  Allan C. Miller, Democrats Return Illegal Contribution, L.A. Times,
Sept. 21, 1996, at A16.
2 See William Safire, The Asian Connection, N.Y. Times, Oct. 7, 1996, at A2 (detailing $425,000
contribution from Arief and Soraya Wiriadinata); Glenn R. Simpson & Jill Abramson, Legal Loopholes
Let Overseas Contributors Fill Democrats’ Coffers, Wall St. J., Oct. 8, 1996, at A1 (outlining
contributions from Lippo Group employees and entities and a contribution from Keshi Zhan).
3 William Safire was the first to link DNC fundraiser John Huang with the Riady family of Indonesia.
Safire also disclosed contributions to entities related to Bill Clinton from the Riady family of Indonesia
during the 1992 Presidential campaign, as well as a $425,000 contribution from an Indonesian couple
with ties to the Lippo Group.  William Safire, The Asian Connection, N.Y. Times, Oct. 7, 1996, at A2.
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I.  FROM INDONESIA TO ARKANSAS:  RIADY AND HUANG’S EARLY
CONNECTIONS

The relationship between John Huang, the Riady Family and President Clinton,
goes back to the late 1970’s in Little Rock, Arkansas.4  The patriarch of the Riady family,
Mochtar Riady, is an Indonesian of Chinese descent who built up the Lippo Group empire
in Asia.5  The Lippo Group’s core business is banking and allied financial services within
the Asia Pacific region, and also includes a property development arm.6  In the mid-1970s,
Mochtar Riady planned to expand his business enterprises into the United States and
began looking for partners.  He soon met the Stephens family of Arkansas and
subsequently entered into various joint ventures with Stephens Inc.7

It was through the Lippo-Stephens partnership that a young James Riady came to
intern at Stephens’ off-Wall Street investment bank in Little Rock, Arkansas.
Subsequently, James Riady came back to the United States to assist with Lippo and
Stephens’ new joint venture, Worthen Banking Corporation.  By 1983 Riady and Stephens
both had invested in the Worthen Bank in Little Rock, Arkansas.8  James Riady ultimately
moved to Little Rock to establish Worthen Bank’s international trade division.9  Following
James Riady was John Huang, who had been working for the Riady family in Hong
Kong.10

                                               
4 Id.; Peter Waldman, By Courting Clinton, Lippo Gains Stature at Home in Indonesia, Wall St. J., Oct.
16, 1996 at A1; Seth Mydans, Family Tied to Democratic Party Funds Built an Indonesian Empire, N.Y.
Times, Oct. 20, 1996 at A10; Howard Fineman & Mark Hosenball, The Asian Connection, Newsweek,
Oct. 28, 1996 at 24.
5 See Hip Hing Holdings Document Production 4624-4641, at 4625 (Forbes Magazine, Chinese language
edition translated, Mochtar Riady Swimming with the Current, Oct. 1993) (hereinafter HHH 4624).
6 Lippo owns 70% of Hong Kong China Ltd., a property investment and development firm with $1.2
billion in assets.  Lippo also owns 59% of Hong Kong Chinese Bank, Ltd, a banking and finance firm
with $2.3 billion in assets.  In addition to these holdings, Lippo has extensive investments in the United
States, China, Indonesia, Hong Kong, Vietnam, and Malaysia.   Indonesian Enterprise, The Non Aligned
Movement Toward the Next Millennium, Publication Secretariat for the Non Aligned Movement, 1995,
Vol. 3 at 261-274; Lippo, a Player in Asia, Seeks U.S. Empire, Washington Times, October 24, 1996.
7 Mochtar Riady first met Jackson and Witt Stephens in 1976.  At the time, Riady was looking into buying
Bert Lance’s share of the National Bank of Georgia.  Although that deal fell through, Riady and the
Stephens brothers formed a friendship and in 1978 established Stephens Finance Ltd. in Hong Kong.
There were several other joint projects before Lippo and Stephens acquired a substantial stake in Worthen
Bank of Arkansas in 1983.  See Deposition of James T. Riady, Stephens Group, Inc. v. U.S.  (Cl. Ct. No.
91-1458T) March 5, 1993 at 26-28; Deposition of C. Joseph Giroir, Senate Committee on Governmental
Affairs Special Investigation, April 30, 1997 at 32-35 (hereinafter “Giroir Senate Deposition”); HHH
4624, 4631.
8 Giroir Senate Deposition at 32-35.
9 According to Joe Giroir’s testimony, Lippo’s strategy in investing in Worthen was to expand into the
international arena.  They also established “Edge Act” offices, authorized to engage in international
transactions - but not take deposits, in New York and Los Angeles.  Giroir Senate Deposition at 38-39.
10 Huang was the Vice President for the Far East Area at Worthen.  Prior to his position at Worthen,
Huang was Executive Vice President under James Riady at Stephens Finance Ltd. in Hong Kong.  See
Giroir Senate Deposition at 41; LippoBank Production L001710-001713 (Resume of John Huang)
(Exhibit 1).



3

  While in Little Rock the Riadys met then-Governor Bill Clinton and formed a
friendship lasting through Clinton’s presidency.11  The Riadys not only were friends, but
also financially supported Clinton’s gubernatorial campaigns throughout the 1980s.12

During their time spent in Arkansas, the Riadys met other individuals who later would play
a role in the campaign finance story as well.  In particular, James and Mochtar Riady
developed a relationship with C. Joseph Giroir, Jr., a partner in the Worthen Banking
Corporation, attorney at the Rose Law Firm, and friend of the President and First Lady.13

In addition, they made contacts with individuals who would later serve on the White
House staff and in high-level positions within various departments and agencies.

James Riady and Huang stayed in Little Rock until approximately 1987, when the
Riadys sold their shares of Worthen Bank and focused their attention on a bank they
previously had purchased in San Francisco, California.14  Soon thereafter they established
the Bank of Trade in Los Angeles which later became LippoBank.15

The Committee found that although by the 1990s the Lippo Group had numerous
U.S. affiliates and subsidiaries, generally the U.S. operations were not profitable.16

Furthermore, former Lippo executive Charles DeQueljoe explained that the U.S.
operations were a topic of debate among the senior Lippo executives. 17  Many in the
Lippo hierarchy felt that the overall Group should not maintain any unprofitable
operations.18  Others argued that LippoBank California was important “strategically,” in
order to have a presence in the United States. 19  Those believing in the strategic
importance of the U.S. operations prevailed.  However, the profitability of the operations
is important as many of the Riady linked political contributions came from these Lippo
entities which had no or minimal net profits at the time of the contributions.20

Equally important to the Riadys’ legal ability to contribute to political campaigns
was the fact that between 1990 and early 1991, James Riady and his wife returned to

                                               
11 Deposition of Charles L. DeQueljoe, House Government Reform and Oversight, June 9, 1998 at 41,
111-112 (hereinafter “DeQueljoe Deposition”).
12 DeQueljoe Deposition at 40-43.
13 Giroir Senate Deposition at 35-36.
14 The Riadys were bought out of Worthen by the Stephens family after the bank experienced a major
defalcation by Bevil Bressler in 1986.  After the defalcation, regulators investigated the quality of
Worthen’s assets and determined there were problems.  Allegations were made against Worthen’s loan
practices and asset quality.  Eventually, the Riadys traded their interest in the Worthen Bank for the
Stephens’ interest in the Hong Kong Chinese Bank, and also traded their interests in other joint ventures.
Deposition of Arthur Vernon Weaver, House Government Reform and Oversight, August 11, 1997, at 76;
Giroir Senate Deposition at 47; White House Document Production EOP 037032-034 (Exhibit 2).
15 Giroir Senate Deposition at 47.
16 Based on documents and Committee interviews, most of Lippo’s American based affiliates/subsidiaries
were highly specialized corporations established as either shells with no apparent business or for the
purported purpose of holding property.  See generally Chapter 3, II.
17 DeQueljoe Deposition at 92-93.
18 Id.
19 Id.
20 For a detailed analysis of the Riady family and Lippo entities’ contributions, see generally Chapter 3, II.
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Indonesia where James Riady took over Indonesia based Lippo operations.21  After James
Riady’s departure, Huang was in charge of Lippo’s U.S. operations.22 Huang’s position
with Lippo in the United States allowed him time to participate in fundraising activities
during the 1992 election cycle.

II. HUANG AND RIADY’S EARLY RELATIONSHIP WITH THE
DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL COMMITTEE

A. 1991 DNC Fundraising Trip to Asia

Even from Asia, the Riadys were involved in the DNC’s 1992 fundraising effort.
The family played host for a DNC delegation, headed by then-Chairman Ron Brown,
visiting Hong Kong in December 1991.23  John Huang organized the Hong Kong/Lippo
portion of the trip from the United States, as noted in a memorandum written by the
organizer of the Asia tour, Melinda Yee:

John Huang is our key to Hong Kong.  He is also interested in
renewing his trusteeship to us on this trip through his Asian banking
connections.  He has agreed to host a high dollar event for us in Hong
Kong with wealthy Asian bankers who are either U.S. permanent
residents or with U.S. corporate ties.  He will make sure that all of the
hotel accommodations, meals, and transportation are paid for by his
bank.  He should be invited to be part of our delegation.24

The Lippo Group did schedule numerous meetings for the DNC delegation, including
what was referred to on the schedule as, “DINNER ($$) HOSTED BY LIPPOGROUP
[sic] (JOHN HUANG).”25  The dollar signs appear to refer to the fact that the dinner was
held for the purposes of fundraising.  Although there were several fundraising events
scheduled, the DNC is unable to account for any contributions which may have been
raised in conjunction with the Hong Kong trip.26

                                               
21 DeQueljoe Deposition at 43-44.
22 Id. at 58.
23 DNC Document Production E 0000140 (Exhibit 3); F 0010739 (Exhibit 4).
24 Exhibit 3.
25 DNC Document Production E 0000627-629 (Exhibit 5).
26 The Committee sent interrogatories to the DNC regarding the 1991 trip to Asia and Hawaii.  The
Committee asked the DNC to provide a list of contributions raised from each leg of the trip:  Hong Kong,
Taiwan, and Hawaii.  DNC General Counsel Joseph Sandler responded:

Although I have not been able to identify with certainty all contributions raised from this
trip, and know of no way to do so, I have determined that the DNC’s computerized
records of contributions received include a source code called “Hawaii Trip,” which
appears to have been created in December 1991.  Attached as Exhibit E is a print out of
the DNC’s A/S 400 records of all contributions attributed, in those records, to his source
code.
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It appears that the trip was successful, as then-DNC Chairman Ron Brown had
high praises for John Huang.  When Brown returned from Asia, he wrote to Mochtar
Riady, thanking him and the Lippo Group for hosting the DNC delegation during their
stay in Hong Kong.  Brown wrote, “I especially wanted to recognize my friendship with
John Huang and the tremendous asset that he is to the Lippo Group.”27

While preparing for the 1991 Asia fundraising trip, John Huang recommended that
the DNC enlist the services of Maeley Tom for the trip.28  In a DNC memo, Ms. Tom’s
role is described:

Originally, she was just going to join us on the Hawaii leg.  However,
because she can speak Chinese fluently, has a proven track record in
fundraising with donors from Asia, and has credibility with Maria Hsia
and John Huang, I believe that we will maximize our dollars both
immediately and after the trip with Maeley’s presence.  She has already
been working with Maria, John and others to plan a successful trip for
us.

At the time of the trip, Ms. Tom served on the Executive Committee of the DNC.29

Ultimately, Ms. Tom  did participate in the Asia trip with Secretary Brown.

After the election, James Riady hired Maeley Tom to be his liaison with the
DNC.30  Ms. Tom explained her new position with the Lippo Group in a letter to David
Wilhelm, then-Chairman of the DNC:

The Riady family, LIPPO GROUP, were [sic] concerned about the way
I was being treated with regards to my appointment with the SBA.  In
Seattle, James Riady asked me to consider working for them on a
contractual basis to put together the business leaders from East Asia
with the Administration for meetings and education purposes.  He felt
we could do this thru [sic] the DNC and use this as a vehicle to raise
dollars from a fresh source for the DNC.31

                                                                                                                                           
All of the contributions listed in Exhibit E related to only the Hawaii portion of the trip.  DNC Document
Production DNC 4125841; DNC Response to Interrogatories from the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight, February 26, 1998, Interrogatory 10.
27 Exhibit 4.
28 DNC Document Production 0856803 (Exhibit 6).
29 Exhibit 6.
30 MT 00811-833 (Billing records from Maeley Tom to Lippo Group, produced to Senate Governmental
Affairs Committee); DNC Document Production DNC 0841082-083 (Exhibit 7); Hip Hing Holdings
Document Production 5090 (request dated September 9, 1994 to Ong Bwee Eng in Jakarta to wire Hip
Hing Holdings [Lippo subsidiary] for reimbursement of, of among other things, consultant fee to Maeley
Tom).
31 Exhibit 7.
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Although it is unclear what Maeley Tom did for Riady as his DNC liaison, Riady kept her
on his payroll from July 1994 through August 1996.32  In addition, by December 1995,
James Riady had an additional contact at the DNC with the hiring of John Huang.  Riady
assisted John Huang in attaining a fundraising position with the DNC focusing on the
Asian community.33

B. 1992 Elections:  Riady and Huang Support for Clinton

As they had supported Mr. Clinton in his gubernatorial races, the Riady family,
although no longer living in the United States, supported Clinton in his presidential race.
After James Riady and his wife Aileen returned to Jakarta in 1990, they personally
contributed $450,000 to the DNC and various state Democratic parties in the weeks and
months leading up to the November 1992 election.34

It is impossible to discern Riady’s motives for contributing to a U.S. election, as
Riady is not cooperating with investigators.  Generally foreign nationals do not have the
same vested interest in a candidate as a citizen living in the Unites States would have, nor
do the laws allow a foreign national to contribute.  However, from documents produced
to the Committee, it is possible to speculate that Riady wanted his interests to be heard.
For example, on August 13, 1992, James and Aileen Riady contributed a total of $40,000
to Democratic causes.  The following day, then Governor Bill Clinton, on his way to a
fundraiser, took a five minute car ride with James Riady.  The request for the time with
Riady is memorialized in an August 14, 1992 memorandum from then-campaign aide
Melinda Yee:

James Riady is the Deputy Chairman of Lippogroup [sic] and a long-
time acquaintance of yours.  The group is in financial services in the
U.S. and throughout Asia.  Mr. Riady lived in Arkansas from 1985-
1987 when he was president of Worthen Bank in Little Rock.

He has flown all they [sic] way from Indonesia, where he is now based,
to attend the fundraiser.  He will be giving $100,000 to this event and
has the potential to give much more.  He will talk to you about banking
issues and international business.  This is primarily a courtesy call.35

It is clear from the memorandum that James Riady was not living in the United States.
The President also knew from his time in Arkansas that the Riady family were Indonesian

                                               
32 It appears from documents produced by Maeley Tom that she was employed by the Lippo Group from
July 1994 through August 1996.  MT 00811-833 (Billing records from Maeley Tom to Lippo Group,
produced to Senate Governmental Affairs Committee).
33 For a more detailed description, refer to infra A.
34 The $450,000 figure represents the amount contributed by James and Aileen personally.  A company
under the control of the Riadys also contributed $50,000  to the DNC in support of the Clinton campaign.
For a more detailed analysis of the contributions, see generally Chapter 3, II.
35 Clinton/Gore ’92 Document Production CG92B 00543 (Exhibit 8); see also CG92B 01461 (Exhibit 9).
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nationals.  Nevertheless, the car ride meeting and subsequent contribution began the cycle
of the Riadys giving to Clinton and Democratic causes supporting Clinton’s candidacy.
The Riady family remained close to Clinton, who would meet with the Riady family and
hear their concerns on various topics important to their business.

The Riadys’ generosity did not stop when Bill Clinton was elected.  They
contributed $200,000 to the 1992 Presidential Inaugural Committee (“PIC”).36  PIC is the
entity which plans and pays for the president’s inauguration ceremony and related
festivities.  However, not only did the Riadys personally support the Clinton campaign and
inaugural, their companies and employees did as well.37

More than any other individual affiliated with the Riadys, John Huang was an
active supporter of then-Governor Clinton’s 1992 presidential election.  During the 1992
election cycle John Huang and his wife Jane contributed a total of $32,800 to the DNC
and California state Democratic party.38  Huang also contributed $86,000 to PIC, which
was later reimbursed by the Lippo Group’s Bank of Trade.39  Not only did he contribute
himself, but Huang also engaged in fundraising activities in the Asian American
community on behalf of Governor Clinton.40  His efforts warranted him a spot on the
DNC’s “must consider” list for government appointments once President Clinton took
office.41

III. EMPLOYMENT RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE CLINTON
ADMINISTRATION AND THE LIPPO GROUP

A. Lippo Employees Obtain Positions within the New Clinton Administration

Eventually, Huang’s fundraising efforts were rewarded with an appointment as
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for International Economic Policy at the
International Trade Administration of the Department of Commerce. 42  Around the time

                                               
36 See generally Chapter 3, II.
37 For a detailed analysis of other Lippo Group employees and their contributions, See generally Chapter
3, II.
38 For a detailed analysis of John and Jane Huang’s contributions, see generally Chapter 3, II.
39 For a detailed analysis of John Huang’s contributions to PIC, see generally, Chapter 3, II.
40 Huang participated in an Asian Pacific American Unity Fundraising Lunch in California.  In a briefing
memo on the event, written by Melinda Yee, she notes, “This fundraising lunch, hosted by California
Secretary of State March Fong Eu and John Huang, a banker (who had met you when he was with James
Riady who opened a bank in Arkansas in 1985) . . . .   Clinton/Gore ’92 Document Production CG92B-
00530; CG92B-00398-399.
41 In an August 27, 1993 memorandum, DNC Chairman David Wilhelm wrote to John Emerson in White
House Presidential Personnel regarding “Asian Pacific American Appointments.”  John Huang is
described as a “DNC Trustee, Major Fundraiser . . .  Needs extra push for Deputy Assistant Secretary
Position for East Asia & Pacific.”  DNC Document Production DNC F 0031764-771; see also “Asian
Pacific American Must Consider Recommendations to the Clinton Administration, Nov. 1992”  White
House Document Production EOP 048876-77.
42 Huang was originally approved in December 1993, but did not actually begin working at the Commerce
Department until July 18, 1994.  DNC Document Production D 0000840-852 (Executive Branch Public
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of the election Huang began pursuing an appointment through Clinton’s transition team.43

Soon after the new administration took office, Maeley Tom wrote to the new Deputy
Director of Personnel to recommend Huang:

John Huang, Executive Vice President of Lippo Bank, is the political
power that advises the Riady Family on issues and where to make
contributions.  They invested heavily in the Clinton campaign .  John
is the Riady Family’s top priority for placement because he is like one
of their own.  The family knows the Clintons on a first-name basis
because they made a huge investment in Arkansas when they built their
bank there.44

Huang’s name was considered by Presidential Personnel several times before his actual
appointment in July 1994.45  In fact, Bruce Lindsey, then-Director of Presidential
Personnel, was unable to recall anything about Huang’s appointment at the Department of
Commerce.46

Along with documents showing Huang’s interest in a government position, the
Committee found that James Riady was also placed on a list of “must consider”
appointments.  Unlike Huang, who sought a position with a department or agency,
documents show that Riady was interested in placement on a commission or advisory
council dealing with international trade or banking.47  Such commissions or councils
normally consist of United States citizens with some expertise or knowledge in the
designated field which qualifies them to advise the United States government.  Although
James Riady may have unique knowledge of international trade and banking, he is not a
United States citizen.  Nevertheless, one DNC document describes James Riady, who had
not lived in the United States since 1990, as a “leading national fundraiser” for the DNC in
1992.48

Not only were both Huang and Riady seeking some sort of position within the new
administration, they also assisted in the placement of another Lippo employee, Charles
DeQueljoe, within the Clinton administration.49  However, DeQueljoe, unlike James
                                                                                                                                           
Financial Disclosure Report); see White House Document Production EOP 002131-132 (Exhibit 10). The
Senate Governmental Affairs Committee wrote extensively on the facts surrounding Huang’s appointment
to the Commerce Department and his tenure there, therefore the issues will not be extensively covered in
this report.  Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, Final Report of the Investigation of Illegal or
Improper Activities in Connection with 1996 Federal Campaigns, S. Rep. No. 167, 105th Cong., 2d Sess.
Vol. 1 (1998) (Hereinafter “Senate Report”).
43 Huang sent his and Charles DeQueljoe’s resume to Jerry Stern, a member of the Presidential Transition
team.  (Exhibit 11).
44 Emphasis added.  White House Document EOP 052763-769 (Exhibit 12)
45 White House Document EOP 009340-341 (Exhibit 13); EOP 002117-118 (Exhibit 14).
46 Lindsey Deposition at 63, 67-68.
47 DNC Document Production DNC 3540680-681 (Exhibit 15).
48 All the individuals on the list were considered “must considers” and were to be sponsored by the DNC.
DNC Document Production DNC 1729180-183  (Exhibit 16).
49 DeQueljoe Deposition at 61-63
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Riady, is a naturalized U.S. citizen who lived in Jakarta at the time he sought a position on
a commission.  Although Riady did not serve on any commissions or advisory committees,
DeQueljoe became a member of the Investment and Services Policy Advisory  Committee
(“INSPAC”) of the United States Trade Representative.50

Huang worked to secure the INSPAC position for DeQueljoe. 51 James Riady
steered DeQueljoe toward John Huang for assistance because Huang was “well-regarded
within the Democratic Party and that he had a number of good relationships and contacts
within the Democratic Party.”52  James Riady had encouraged DeQueljoe to contribute to
the campaign if he wanted to be noticed in his endeavor to attain a position in the
administration.53  Huang then advised DeQueljoe to contribute $50,000 to the DNC at the
end of November 1993.54  After taking both Riady and Huang’s advice, DeQueljoe was
selected for the INSPAC position.

B. Lippo Hires Friends and Former Employees of the Clinton
Administration

Upon President Clinton’s election, many friends and associates of the new
President saw an opportunity to further their own interests by trading on access to his
administration.  Similarly, many of Clinton’s friends followed him to Washington to find
jobs within the new administration.  Having spent time in Arkansas, both James Riady and
John Huang knew officials at all levels of the administration.  In addition, Lippo hired
individuals with ties to the Clintons and contacts within the administration.

Shortly after the election, in April 1993, C. Joseph Giroir, a former law partner of
First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton, incorporated the Arkansas International Development
Corporation (“AIDC”).55  AIDC was initially capitalized by funding from the Lippo
Group.56  The purpose of AIDC was to develop projects or joint ventures for the Lippo

                                               
50 John Huang, at the instruction of James Riady, assisted DeQueljoe in attaining his position on the
Investment and Services Policy Advisory Committee (“INSPAC”).  DeQueljoe lived in Jakarta while he
served, and flew to Washington, D.C. to attend the meetings.  However, DeQueljoe was only able to attend
three of the meetings held by INSPAC.   DeQueljoe Deposition at 82, 88; Memo to Jerry Stern from John
Huang, undated (Exhibit 11).
51 DeQueljoe depended solely on Huang to acquire a commission position.  At the time he was appointed
to INSPAC, DeQueljoe was living in Jakarta, Indonesia.  DeQueljoe testified that he had not interviewed
with anyone in the administration.  The only individual in the administration with whom he spoke about
an appointment was Debbie Shon.  Huang had introduced DeQueljoe to Shon during the APEC summit in
Seattle in 1993.  During his deposition, DeQueljoe was asked, “When you were seeking a position within
the Clinton administration, had you contacted anyone without Huang’s assistance?”  He answered, “No, I
did not.”  DeQueljoe Deposition at 66, 69-70.
52 DeQueljoe Deposition at 23.
53 DeQueljoe Deposition at 29.
54 DeQueljoe Deposition at 28.
55 Deposition of C. Joseph Giroir, Jr., Senate Governmental Affairs Committee, April 30, 1997 at 15
(hereinafter “Giroir Deposition”).
56 Giroir testified that the Lippo Group advanced Giroir $50,000 which he used as the initial capitalization
of the company.  Giroir Deposition at 15-16.
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Group.57  In 1995, Giroir and Lippo formed a limited liability company, also referred to as
AIDC.58  Through the corporation, the Riadys paid Giroir a salary of between $350,000
and $600,000 with bonuses.59  Similar to the Riadys, Giroir was a major contributor to the
DNC.  In 1996 alone, Giroir contributed close to $200,000 in conjunction with fundraisers
organized by John Huang.60

In late 1995, around the time that Giroir and Lippo incorporated the second
AIDC, Giroir hired former White House staffer Mark Middleton.

1. Mark Middleton

Mark Middleton was a Special Assistant to the President and Deputy to Counselor
Mack McLarty before resigning his position in February 1995.61  He had also been a
fundraiser for the 1992 Clinton campaign, raising $4 million in Arkansas alone.62  While
Middleton was an employee of the White House, James Riady and John Huang visited him
frequently.63  In July 1995, Middleton was retained by the Riady funded AIDC and paid
$12,500 per month.64  As a consultant, Middleton was supposed to seek out businesses
looking for opportunities in the Asian market, particularly joint venture partners for Lippo
entities.65  Between July 1995 and April 1997, Middleton was paid his monthly retainer yet
delivered no finalized venture contracts.66

In addition to his other projects, Middleton arranged meetings and completed
other tasks directly for James Riady.  Mr. Middleton invoked his Fifth Amendment right
against self incrimination in response to a Committee subpoena, therefore the Committee
was unable to ask him about his work for the Riadys.67  However, former Lippo officer
Charles DeQueljoe stated that although he was not aware of the precise work Middleton
was doing, “from time to time I would overhear conversations where people would be

                                               
57 Giroir Deposition at 17-18.
58 Giroir testified that originally he was paid “roughly a couple hundred thousands dollars [sic] a year in
fees” by AIDC-1.  In 1995, he was then paid “roughly $500,000” per year from AIDC-2.  In each
instance, a Lippo subsidiary was paying the salary.  Giroir Deposition at 17.
59 Giroir Deposition at 17-19.
60 Giroir Deposition at 158-159, 167.
61 White House Document EOP 068500.
62 Eliza Newlin Carney and Peter H. Stone, Blind Ambition, National Journal, June 7, 1997, at 1123.
63 White House Document Production EOP 004522-526 (summary of John Huang WAVES records
prepared by White House); White House Document production EOP 055316-318 (summary of James
Riadys WAVES records prepared by the White House).
64 Giroir Deposition at 233-234.
65 Giroir Deposition at 229-234.
66 Giroir testified that at the time of the deposition in April 1997, there was one contract that Middleton
brought to AIDC that was under negotiations, but not finalized.  Therefore Middleton was paid at least
$262,000 by the Riadys in that time period, but produced no joint venture partners.  Giroir Deposition at
234.
67 Letter to Chairman Dan Burton from Robert D. Luskin, attorney to Mark Middleton, February 27, 1997
(asserting Middleton’s Fifth Amendment privilege against self incrimination with respect to the
Committee subpoena).



11

contacting Mark to ask Mark for that information or ask Mark for this, something like
that.”68

Soon after leaving the White House, and while working at International Realty
Investors,69 Middleton took a trip to Asia.70  During the trip, Middleton received a
message from his assistant, “[a]lso, Larry [Middleton] spoke with Johnny Huang who said
that you need to get your itinerary to the Riady Group [sic].  They want to ‘take care of
you’ while you are in Hong Kong – have a car meet you at the airport, etc . . .”71  The
Riadys also took care of Middleton while he was in Jakarta, where he stayed at the
Riadys’ hotel.72  Although he had already resigned his White House position, Middleton
passed out his White House business cards while on the trip.  He requested that his
assistant send the business cards to his brother, Larry Middleton, who would be joining
him on the trip.73  Until October 1996, there was a message on Middleton’s old White
House voice mail which advised callers of his new phone number.74

Middleton had regular contacts with John Huang, who was then working at the
Commerce Department.75  In addition, in this same time frame, Middleton was visiting the
White House quite frequently.  His former intern Yusuf Khapra would admit him to the
White House:

Generally, cases where I cleared him in and I listed myself as the
visitee, he – it would often be because he wanted to sort of , you know,
work the halls, and meet a number of different people, drop by on  a
number of different offices and didn’t have a specific meeting set with
anyone.76

                                               
68 DeQueljoe Deposition at 134.
69 International Realty Investors (“IRI”) was a company privately owned by Steven J. Green.  Green met
Middleton through his work at the White House.  Before starting work with IRI, Green was aware that
Middleton would make one trip to Asia.  The trip was supposedly to let some of Middleton’s contacts
know that he was now in the private sector, and look for some business opportunities to bring back to
Green.  After working for Green for several months, Middleton decided that he wanted to take on
consulting clients of his own, and have Green as a client rather than an employer/employee relationship.
The relationship never worked out, and Middleton soon began his own business, CommerceCorp
International.  Middleton signed a contract with AIDC before he left IRI.  Interview with Stephen J.
Green, Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, March 10, 1998.
70 Middleton left for an Asia tour on March 20, 1995, he traveled to Beijing, Hangzhou, Shanghai, Hong
Kong, Macao, Taiwan, Jakarta and Brunei.  Gould Document Production 0265.
71 Gould Document Production 0053.
72 Middleton wrote a memorandum to Jose Hanna of the Lippo Group:  I will be arriving in Jakarta on
Wednesday, April 5th . . . I am writing to find out the hotel arrangements you have made for me in Jakarta
and if you have set up a meeting for me with Mr. Bakrie.”  Gould Document Production 0059; 0062.
73 Middleton’s assistant confirmed that she had sent the cards in a fax, “I fedexed your White House cards
to Larry.”  Gould Document Production 0060.
74 Deposition of Yusuf Khapra, Government Reform and Oversight, August 12, 1997, at 99 (hereinafter
“Khapra Deposition”); White House Bulletin, Oct. 31, 1996, at 2.
75 See generally Commerce Department Production of John Huang’s Phone Logs; Gould Document
Production, Middleton’s Phone Messages.
76 Khapra Deposition at 99.
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It is unclear what Middleton was doing during his visits to the White House.  However, he
organized many White House tours and lunches for what appear to be his clients.  In
addition, he was able to schedule meetings for clients with the President and First Lady.77

Although the Committee does not have much information on Middleton’s duties relating
to the Lippo Group, it is aware of at least one meeting with the President which Middleton
arranged for James Riady.

In September 1996, Middleton contacted Mack McLarty about arranging a
meeting between the President and James Riady:

As I remember, Mr. Middleton called me and related that Mr. Riady
and the President had had a visit at some earlier meeting that I was not
in attendance, and they did not complete their conversation, according
to Mr. Middleton, and that the President had asked Mr. Riady to
arrange an appointment with him to finish their conversation.  And Mr.
Middleton is asking me to follow up on the President’s request, making
me aware of the President’s request.78

Middleton then sent McLarty a cryptic memorandum referring to a “meeting
participant,”79 which McLarty confirmed was about scheduling a meeting with James
Riady.80  James Riady arrived in Washington on September 8, 1996 and checked into the
Hay Adams Hotel under the care of Mark Middleton.81

                                               
77 The First Lady’s October 30, 1995 schedule lists meetings with Nina Wang, of Hong Kong, and Mark
Middleton and later Mark Middleton with the Widjaja family of Indonesia.  White House Document
Production EOP 020356.  On November 2, 1995 Middleton arranged for the Widjajas to have their photo
taken with President Clinton.  EOP 0585027-533 (Schedule of the President).  During the Widjajas visit
to the United State, Middleton also arranged for them to meet with Don Fowler on November 1, 1995.
Fowler’s schedule notes:  the Widjaja family is one of the wealthiest and most successful families in
Indonesia; Mark Middleton will discuss their giving potential at a later date .  [emphasis added]  DNC
302227.
78 Deposition of Thomas F. “Mack” McLarty, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight,
September 5, 1997 at 185-186 (hereinafter “McLarty Deposition”).
79 It is important to note that the White House never produced this document, even though McLarty
recognized it as a document he received.  However, Mark Middleton’s company, CommerceCorp,
produced it in response to a Committee subpoena.  CommerceCorp Document Production CC-H-000157
(Exhibit 17).
80 Mack McLarty told Middleton to contact Nancy Hernreich about setting up a meeting for Riady;
McLarty would inform Hernreich ahead of time.  McLarty testified, “I told [Hernreich] that Mr.
Middleton may be calling her about an appointment for James Riady; that, as I understood it, the
President had requested to see Mr. Riady to complete a conversation they had had at some earlier point in
time.”  Hernreich then asked Bruce Lindsey to inquire whether the President would like to meet with
Riady.  According to Lindsey, he asked the President, and the President agreed.  McLarty Deposition at
185-186, 188-189;  Deposition of Bruce R. Lindsey, House Government Reform and Oversight
Committee, September 8, 1997 at 211 (hereinafter “Lindsey Deposition”).
81 Hay Adams Hotel documents show that Middleton paid for Riady’s accommodations on his corporate
credit card.  Hay Adams Hotel Documents (unnumbered).
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On September 9, 1996, the President, Riady, Middleton and Bruce Lindsey met.
Bruce Lindsey, the only individual available for questioning about the meeting, described
the following:

They discussed, again, they talked about social sort of things, family,
what they were doing.  James asked the President, made some
comment to the President about how – had he given any thought to
what he was going to do after he was President because he’d be so
young. . . . James said something as he was leaving to the effect of I
think you made the right decision on MFN [Most Favored Nation
trading status] and I hope you will stay engaged in China.82

The Riady family had consistently shown an interest in China and MFN status.  At the time
of the meeting, the Lippo Group had engaged in an expansion of their business into China,
in particular, forming a partnership with China Resources Company.  Shortly after
President Clinton took office, Mochtar Riady wrote to Clinton, advocating among other
things, MFN status for China.83

It should be noted that the ethnic-Chinese Riady family’s business was very closely
tied to the MFN trading privilege for China, and the development of the Asian markets
generally.84  The Riadys made contributions towards then-candidate Clinton’s election
even though at that time Clinton was linking the grant of MFN privilege for China to
human rights issues.85  In fact, candidate Clinton criticized President Bush for his stance
on MFN to China.86  However, after taking office President Clinton softened his position
on MFN, and ultimately approved MFN for China in May 1993.87  By 1994, President
Clinton completely de-linked China’s MFN trading privilege from its human rights
record.88  While many would certainly argue that there are sound policy reasons for the
extension of MFN status for China, President Clinton is one of the rare politicians to have
dramatically altered his position on this controversial issue.

On matters relating to Indonesia, Mark Middleton assisted the Riadys as well.  Not
only did he organize a meeting with President Clinton, Middleton also spoke with
President Soeharto of Indonesia on behalf of the Riady family.89  In an October 1995 letter
to James Riady, Middleton wrote, “On two separate occasions, I spoke to President
Soeharto and mentioned how helpful you have been to him here in Washington.  He

                                               
82 Lindsey Deposition at 218-219.
83 The letter also thanks Clinton for the personal time he spent with the Riady family on Inauguration day
1993.  White House Document Production EOP 003036-003039 (Exhibit 18).
84 Choi Hak Kim, Mochtar Riady, A Man of Insight, Forbes (Chinese Language Edition), Oct. 1993.
85 David Lauter, Clinton Blasts Bush’s Foreign Policy Record, L.A. Times, August 14, 1992, at A1.
86 Id.
87 Jim Mann, Clinton Ties China’s Trade in Future to Human Rights, Asia:  He Extends Favored-Nation
Status, L.A. Times, May 29, 1993, at A1.
88 John M. Broder and Jim Mann, President De-links Most Favored Nation Privilege from Human Rights,
L.A. Times, May 27, 1994.
89 CommerceCorp Document Production CC-H-000484-487 (Exhibit 19).
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certainly seemed to be very appreciative of your efforts.”90  Middleton appears to have
served two separate functions for the Riady family, taking care of both political and
business interests.

2. Webster Hubbell

Before the Riadys brought on Mark Middleton, they had hired another Clinton
administration figure, former Associate Attorney General Webster Hubbell, who was also
a Rose law firm partner of Hillary Clinton.  Hubbell resigned from his position with the
Justice Department in April 1994, citing a dispute with his former law partners at the Rose
Law Firm.91  James Riady hired Hubbell in June 1994, after his resignation from the
Department of Justice that April.92  Hubbell was paid a lump sum of $100,000 for
unknown services performed between June 27, 1994 and December 6, 1994.93  The hiring
occurred around the same time as John Huang finally was approved for a position at the
Department of Commerce.

The timing of Hubbell’s hiring raised concerns, as it came on the heels of an Oval
Office meeting between James Riady, John Huang and Arkansan Mark Grobmyer.94  Soon
after Hubbell had resigned from the Department of Justice, he became a target of the
Office of Independent Counsel’s Whitewater investigation.  Hubbell was allegedly
cooperating with prosecutors after he left Justice, but by the summer of 1994 all
cooperation had ceased.95  At the same time, numerous friends and associates of the
President hired Hubbell as a “consultant,” although he performed little, if any work for all

                                               
90 Exhibit 19.
91 Hubbell’s legal problems were first disclosed by the Washington Post on March 2, 1994.  Hubbell
officially announced his resignation from the Department of Justice on March 14, 1994 and formally
resigned on April 8, 1994.  Susan Schmidt, Law Firm Probing Hubbell, Wash. Post, March 2, 1994 at A1;
Justice Aide Leaves Today, NYT, April 8, 1994 at A6.
92 Hearing on the Improper Handling of Documents in Deputy White House Counsel Vincent Foster’s
Office after His Death Before the Senate Special Committee to Investigate the Whitewater Development
Corporation and Related Matters, 104th Cong., 2d Sess. 242-244 (1996) (testimony of Webster Hubbell).
93 Both Riady and Hubbell refuse to describe what services, if any, Hubbell performed.  In addition, to his
salary, the Lippo Group also paid for a trip to Jakarta and Bali for Hubbell and his wife.  Deposition of
Webster L. Hubbell, Senate Select Committee on Whitewater Development Corporation and Related
Matters, June 4, 1996, at 103-124; NationsBank account records for Webster Hubbell (Exhibit 20); Hip
Hing Holdings Document Production HHH 1415 (Exhibit 21).
94 During the week of June 21-25, 1994, James Riady and John Huang attended several meetings at the
White House.  At the time, Huang was scheduled to receive a presidential appointment at the Department
of Commerce.  On June 23, 1994,  Riady, Huang and Mark Grobmyer met with the President at 10:00 am.
Before the meeting with the President, Riady had a 7:30 am breakfast with Webb Hubbell at the Hay
Adams Hotel, where Riady was staying.  Directly after the meeting with the President, Riady had lunch
with Hubbell, again at the Hay Adams Hotel.  The $100,000 wire transfer was in Hubbell’s account by
June 27, 1994.  DOT 0084B (June 23, 1994 Calendar of Webster Hubbell); see EOP 055316-318
(WAVES Summary of James Riady).
95 Stephen Labaton & Jeff Gerth, Asian Paid $100,000 to Hubbell Days After Visits to White House, NY
Times, March 20, 1997 at A1.
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of the employers.96  However, by December 1994, Hubbell pleaded guilty to charges of
tax evasion and mail fraud related to his work at the Rose Law Firm.  After the guilty plea,
Hubbell was relieved of the majority of his consulting work, but only after he was paid
over $700,000.  In the spring of 1995, Hubbell approached Mark Middleton to ask
whether the Riadys would keep him on the payroll as he prepared to enter prison.97

According to Middleton’s attorney, Middleton told Hubbell that he would have to ask
James Riady or John Huang.98  At the time, Huang was working at the Commerce
Department, not for the Riadys.

During the investigation of campaign financing matters, all of the payments to
Hubbell came to light due to the connection to James Riady.  The Committee soon
discovered that there was an effort within the Clinton administration, of which the
President and First Lady were aware, to find work for Hubbell.99  Mack McLarty had
planned to write a memo to the President and First Lady, “to let them know that I had
been supportive of Webb and the transition, while difficult, was not going to be just
completely an impossible one.”100  Ultimately McLarty says he did not write a memo,
rather, he told the President or First Lady in person about prospects for Hubbell.101

However, Hubbell has denied that the Riady payment or any other money he received
from friends of the President affected his cooperation with the Independent Counsel.102

Unfortunately, the Committee has been unable to receive testimony from Hubbell
on the payments, as he invoked his Fifth Amendment right against self-incrimination in
response to Committee inquiries on the matter.103  Likewise, James Riady and John

                                               
96 After leaving Justice, Hubbell received over  $700,000 from friends and associates of President Clinton
while he was allegedly cooperating with the Independent Counsel.  Exhibit XX [Chart of Hubbell
payments].
97 Jeff Gerth and Stephen Labaton, A Wider Circle at White House Knew of Efforts to Help Hubbell, N.Y.
Times, April 10, 1997, at A1.
98 Id.
99 In fact, a senior administration official was quoted in the press as saying, “taking care of Webb became
like petting the new bunny, if you wanted to show the President you were supportive, this was a good way
to do it:  pet the bunny.”   David Willman, Efforts on Hubbell’s Behalf May Be a Key to Whitewater
Inquiry, L.A.. Times,  April 6, 1997 at A1; Deposition of Thomas F. “Mack” McLarty, House
Government Reform and Oversight Committee, September 5, 1997 at 56-60 (hereinafter “McLarty
Deposition”).
100 McLarty Deposition at 103-104.
101 Id. at 104.
102 Stephen Labaton & Jeff Gerth, Asian Paid Hubbell $100,000 Days After Visits to White House, NYT,
March 20, 1997 at A1.
103 Doug Buford, who did legal work for the Riady family, testified about Hubbell’s interest in working for
the Lippo Group:  Webb called me, after he left Justice, and we were talking, I don’t recall when, but at
some point after he left Justice, and, you know, we were talking about what he was doing and where he
was going to work and stuff like that, and he asked me – told me he was doing consulting work and asked
me if I thought the Lippo Group would be able to use him or whether he could work for them or not.”
Buford called John Huang and told him of Hubbell’s interest.  Buford testified that he was careful to
inform Huang that he was placing the call on his own and had not discussed it with anyone at the White
House.  When asked if he thought there would be a different response if the information came from the
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Huang, the two individuals who may also have knowledge of the terms of Hubbell’s Lippo
employment, have refused to cooperate with the Committee.   An associate of James
Riady told the media that Riady explained, “Mr. Hubbell was our very close friend, when
he left [the Justice Department], we felt we should help him out.  We didn’t like to see him
without a source of income.”104

It is clear that the Riadys, themselves and through employees, not only financially
supported Clinton and the DNC during the 1992 campaign, but also hired individuals close
to the Administration.  Although James and Mochtar Riady were not living in the United
States, John Huang coordinated the contributions made by Lippo related individuals and
entities.105 After President Clinton was elected in 1992, the Riadys and Huang remained in
contact with him, making frequent visits to the White House as well.

IV. HUANG AND RIADY’S CONTACTS WITH THE CLINTON
ADMININSTRATION   

A. General Contacts

Both the Riady family and John Huang had unusual access to the President, the
White House and the administration in general.  In total, James Riady visited the White
House compound on at least twenty occasions between April 1993 and September
1996.106  During approximately the same time period, March 1993 through October 1996,
John Huang visited the White House over 95 times.107  Some of these visits, for both
Huang and Riady, included visits with the President.  Their contacts with the President and
high level administration officials even extended to international events and meetings

                                                                                                                                           
White House, Buford replied, “I didn’t know, but I didn’t want to be party to any confusion.  Deposition of
C. Douglas Buford, Jr., House Government Reform and Oversight Committee, October 23, 1997 at 53-54.
104 Peter Waldman, East Meets West:  By Courting Clinton, Lippo Gains Stature at Home in Indonesia,
Wall St. J. , Oct. 16, 1996, at A1.
105 For a detailed explanation of all contributions, see generally Chapter 3, II.  In addition, another Lippo
executive who was based in Jakarta, Jose Hanna, solicited contributions for U.S. elections from Lippo
employees abroad.  It is not clear whether all individuals who contributed were United States citizens.
DeQueljoe Deposition 36-37, 141.
106 The total is according to Workers and Visitors Entry System Records (“WAVES”) logged by the Secret
Service.  James Riady’s name showed up on 25 occasions for which he was scheduled to be admitted to
the White House compound.  However, there were only 20 occasions for which there was a “time of
arrival”, meaning that Riady actually was logged through the gate.  Generally, there are also manners in
which one also can get into the compound without being “waved” in by a White House staffer.  The
Committee is aware of two instances where James Riady entered the White House compound without
creating a record, on June 25 and September 10, 1994.   White House Document Production EOP 055316-
318.
107 The Committee is unable to determine what occurred during the majority of Huang’s visits as he has
invoked his Fifth Amendment right against self incrimination.  Many of Huang’s visits were made to
Special Assistant to the President and Deputy to the Counselor Mark E. Middleton.  Mr. Middleton also
invoked the Fifth Amendment in response to Committee subpoenas.  In addition, many witnesses could
not remember anything about Huang’s visits.  White House Document Production EOP 004522-526.
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abroad.  The Riadys’ access is unusual for foreign nationals, even though they were also
major DNC contributors.

On many occasions when James Riady visited the White House, John Huang
accompanied him.108  Riady was granted private meetings with the President on several
occasions as well.  For instance, the entire Riady family was invited to the 1993 Inaugural
events and met privately with President and Mrs. Clinton.109  Subsequently, James Riady
attended at least two of President Clinton’s Saturday Morning Radio addresses, along
with Huang and family members.110  After the June 24, 1994, Radio Address President
Clinton invited Riady and his family to remain, “Just sit everybody down, wherever you
want them James.”111  That June in 1994, Riady and Huang were at the White House on
several occasions, not only meeting with President Clinton, but with White House staff as
well.  These visits occurred a month before Huang assumed his position at the Commerce
Department, but also coincided with Riady’s hiring of Webster Hubbell.112

Soon after the 1992 election, and even before the inauguration, Huang contacted
President-elect Clinton’s nominee for  Commerce Secretary, Ron Brown, about arranging
a meeting with Mochtar Riady, father of James Riady and Chairman of the Lippo
Group.113  An internal Commerce Department communication recommended that Brown
accept the meeting:

Yes, Lippobank [sic] is a major banking firm in Asia – over ½
billion in assets – also headquartered in US in NY with office
throughout the US.

John Huang took Pres. Clinton to Hong Kong in 1985 with an
Arkansas Trade Delegation and was very active in 92.114

Later that year, Huang and Mochtar Riady requested that Commerce Secretary Brown
meet with Shen Jueren, Chairman of China Resources and a major partner of the Lippo
Group.115  In late 1992, China Resources purchased fifteen percent of the Lippo owned
Hong Kong Chinese Bank.116  China Resources subsequently infused the failing
LippoLand with tens of millions of dollars, effectively bailing the Riady family out of a
                                               
108White House Document Production EOP 055316-318(summary of James Riady’s WAVES records);
White House Document Production EOP 004522-526 (summary of John Huang WAVES records).
109 Exhibit 18
110 White House Document Production EOP 055316-318(summary of James Riady’s WAVES records);
White House Document Production EOP 004522-526 (summary of John Huang WAVES records).
111 White House Communications Agency videotape of June 24, 1994 Saturday Morning Radio Address.
112 For further discussion of Webster Hubbell’s employment with the Lippo Group, see infra III, B, 2.
113 Letter to Ronald H. Brown from John Huang, January 7, 1993 (Exhibit 22).
114 Scheduling Recommendation Office of the Secretary/Executive Secretariat 1/29/93 (Exhibit 23).
115 China Resources is a Chinese Government owned company which is a joint venture partner with the
Lippo Group and partner in the Lippo controlled Hong Kong Chinese Bank.  Letter to Ronald H. Brown
from John Huang, September 10, 1993 (Exhibit 24).
116 Investigation on Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with the 1996 Federal Election
Campaign -Part II Before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, 105th Cong., 1st Sess. at 29
(testimony of Thomas R. Hampson, President of Search International, regarding the Lippo Group).
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precarious financial situation.117  Since 1993, the Lippo Group and China Resources
entered into dozens of joint venture projects in the People’s Republic of China.118

At the time the meetings for Shen Jueren were requested, China Resources was
becoming one of Lippo’s most important partners.  During the same visit to the United
States, Huang and Riady also organized a meeting between Vice President Gore and Shen
Jueren as well.119  Huang wrote to Vice President Gore’s then-Chief of Staff Jack Quinn,
thanking Quinn for meeting with Shen Jueren and noting a meeting between him and
Gore.  Quinn had no recollection of ever meeting Shen Jueren, nor did he recall the letter
from Huang.120

B. 1993 APEC Meeting in Seattle

The Riady family was able to show off its close ties to President Clinton during the
1993 Asian Pacific Economic Cooperation (“APEC”) summit in Seattle, Washington.
Lippo organized a group of Indonesian businessmen to visit Little Rock, Arkansas before
the summit.121  The group of Indonesians, along with James Riady, then traveled with a
group of Arkansas businessmen to the APEC summit in Seattle.122  A sister-state
agreement between Arkansas and Indonesia was to be signed at a ceremony during the
APEC summit, and James Riady planned to have President Clinton and President Soeharto
attend.123  However, the White House staff had concerns about the President’s
participation in such an event, as noted in a letter from Joe Giroir to James Riady:

Mack [McLarty] and Mark Middleton indicated that it will be a
determination made by the Director of National Security; and that the
human rights controversy surrounding East Temor [sic] may be an
impediment that will have to be overcome.  I note that Doug Bufford
[sic] is speaking with Bruce Lindsey about this, this week; John
Huang has spoken directly to the President and the President has
indicated, in general, that he is agreeable to do it . . . 124

Ultimately, during the 1993 APEC President Clinton did meet with President
Soeharto, along with James Riady, over the objection of his staff.125  Joe Giroir, who
assisted in organizing the Indonesia delegation, noted that Bruce Lindsey was “mad” that
President Clinton’s attended the meeting.126  However, Lindsey did not recall that
particular Soeharto incident.  He did state:
                                               
117 Id.
118 Id.
119 White House Document Production EOP 049490 (Exhibit 25).
120 Deposition of Jack Quinn, Government Reform and Oversight, November 4, 1997 at 23.
121 Arkansas International Development Corporation Document Production 005381-382 (Exhibit 26).
122 DeQueljoe Deposition at 98-99.
123 Exhibit 26
124 Id.  [Emphasis added].  Exhibit 26.
125 Giroir Deposition at 186; DeQueljoe Deposition at 104-105.
126 Giroir Deposition at 187.



19

I learned that there was a photo op at some time prior to us going to
Tokyo [for the G-7 summit], and there was a question as to whether or
not – during that photo-op they raised with the President whether or
not he was going to meet with Suharto.127

The President did meet briefly with Soeharto during a G-7 summit in Tokyo in July
1993.128  After the Summit, President Clinton added a handwritten message in a letter to
James Riady, that he had enjoyed his visit with Soeharto.129

C. 1994 APEC Meeting in Jakarta

The 1994 APEC summit was held in Jakarta, Indonesia.  James Riady initially
planned to host a group of Arkansans during the summit, paying for their airfare and hotel
expenses.130  Riady and Joe Giroir drafted a list of individuals to be invited, including
former Associate Attorney General Webster Hubbell, who was then under investigation by
the Whitewater Independent Counsel. 131

The list of invitees was sent from the Lippo Group to John Huang, who was then
employed by the Commerce Department. 132  Somehow, the White House came into
possession of the list of individuals invited by James Riady to the Jakarta summit.133  No
one at the White House is able to recall how the memorandum arrived there.  Although
the logical answer is that the memo was sent by John Huang or someone from the Lippo
Group to the White House; someone else may have brought it to the attention of the
White House.  Nevertheless, once informed of the plan, the White House staff held
meetings to discuss whether it should go forward.  Mack McLarty described the topic of
the meetings as, “whether or not it was a good idea for this Arkansas delegation to attend
the APEC conference in Indonesia.”134

                                               
127 Lindsey Deposition at  52.
128 Associated Press, Clinton, Suharto Discuss East Timor Human Rights Problems, July 7, 1993.
129 White House Document 930728 (Exhibit 27).
130 Arkansas International Development Corporation (“AIDC”), a company controlled by Joe Giroir,
issued invitations on his and Riady’s behalf.  Arkansas International Development Corporation Document
Production AIDC 005142-5143 (Exhibit 28)  Exhibit 28 is representative of the invitations sent to invited
individuals.  Douglas Buford testified that after he received his invitation, he contacted the travel agency,
which informed him that the hotel and air fare was already paid.  Deposition of C. Douglas Buford,
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, Oct. 23, 1997 at 47-48; See also DeQueljoe Deposition
at 132.
131 White House Document Production EOP 020359  (Exhibit 29).
132 Exhibit 29 is dated September 21, 1994 and John Huang began working at the White House on July 18,
1994.  Jose Hanna, the author of the memo, is a Lippo employee.
133 Exhibit 29.
134 White House staff attending the meetings included Mack McLarty, Bruce Lindsey, Nancy Hernreich,
Marsha Scott and John Podesta.  Deposition of Thomas F. “Mack” McLarty, House Government Reform
and Oversight Committee, Sept. 5, 1997 at 176-178 (hereinafter “McLarty Deposition”).
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Eventually the White House did intervene through Deputy Counsel Bruce Lindsey,
and request that Riady cull down his list of invitees.135  Lindsey contacted the Riadys’
attorneys in Arkansas, Doug Buford and John Tisdale of Lindsey’s former law firm.136

Through a set of intermediaries, the list was shortened to only essential individuals
acceptable to the White House.137   According to Mack McLarty the issue for the White
House was, “whether there would be any appearance concerns, appearance matters raised.
I don’t believe other states were going to have any representations [sic] there.”138  This
answer was puzzling considering that the Arkansas and Indonesia delegations traveled to
APEC together the prior year without incident, and there was a sister-state agreement
between the two as well.

In the end, the White House prevailed, and the majority of the invitees did not
attend.  Bruce Lindsey wrote a memorandum to Mack McLarty and John Podesta
informing them that the list had been cut back and justifying certain persons’
attendance.139  Lindsey then noted, “James Riady and his father would like to have the
opportunity to visit briefly with President Clinton in the hotel during the visit.  James has
been reasonable in culling the list, and I think we should try to schedule a 15 minute
meeting for them.”140

The Riadys did in fact meet with President Clinton at his hotel in Jakarta.  Lindsey
explained how the meeting at the hotel was scheduled:

 The Riadys wanted the Clintons to go to their house, and that was not
going to happen.  The President was not going to go to the Riady’s
house while he was there.  And, so, I think I said to James one time,
look, the President is scheduled to leave at 6:00 to go X.  Why don’t
you and your dad come by at ten till.”141

                                               
135 Lindsey Deposition at 93-96; Deposition of C. Douglas Buford, Government Reform and Oversight
Committee,  Oct. 23, 1997 at 10, 45, 59 [hereinafter Buford Deposition].
136 Lindsey Deposition at 93-96; Buford Deposition at 10, 45, 59.
137 Buford testified that Lindsey contacted him about the list, and in turn, Buford contacted Joe Giroir.
Eventually, Joe Giroir called Buford back with a shorter list.  Buford communicated that list to Lindsey.
Lindsey Deposition at 93-96; Buford Deposition at 10, 45, 59
138 McLarty also testified that at some point John Podesta may have also raised some concerns about
Webster Hubbell attending:  “. . . might raise an appearance issue that would be reported on by the press.”
McLarty Deposition at 176-178.
139 The memo notes that Lindsey spoke with John Tisdale and Doug Buford about APEC.  White House
Document Production EOP 030679 (Exhibit 30).   Buford testified that he wanted to attend APEC, and
explained his conversation with Lindsey:
A:  . . . we talked about that and whether it was a good idea for me to go in my capacity as a chamber
representative, you know, and he eventually said no.”
Q:  He asked you not to go?
A:  Yes.
Buford Deposition at 47.
140 Exhibit 30
141 Lindsey Deposition at 103, 105.
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Lindsey stated there was no discussion of policy, “[i]t was just, ‘Hello.  How are
you?’  And then they said a prayer. . .  they talked about old times, you know, about when
they had met before . . .”142  Regardless of the content of the discussion, as the Committee
is unable to question the other attendees of the meeting, the fact that the Riadys were able
to meet privately with the United States President at all during the trip and the amount of
time the White House staff spent negotiating some sort of APEC deal with them, is
notable.   In addition, the meeting with the President in Jakarta was not an isolated
incident.  The Riady family was granted meetings with other high level officials in the
administration who were traveling abroad, where policy issues more than likely were
discussed.

D. Meetings with Administration Officials

In February 1994, James Riady hosted a luncheon for Commerce Department
officials traveling in Indonesia to promote the U.S.-ASEAN Alliance for Mutual
Growth.143  The luncheon attendees included Commerce Undersecretary Jeffrey Garten
and Deputy Undersecretary David Rothkopf, who would later be John Huang’s superiors
in the International Trade Administration at Commerce.144  Rothkopf was unable to recall
who at the Commerce Department had organized the luncheon, which was held at James
Riady’s home.145  However, Rothkopf recalled that Melinda Yee, a good friend of John
Huang and the Riady family, did attend the luncheon as well.146  Melinda Yee invoked her
Fifth Amendment rights against self-incrimination and is not cooperating in the
Committee’s investigation.  Ms. Yee had assisted in organizing a Commerce Department
contract signing ceremony with the Lippo Group and its American joint venture partner.

Along with Melinda Yee, John Huang and Lippo consultant Joe Giroir played a
major role in the Lippo contract’s inclusion in the signing ceremony.147  Soon after Huang
arrived at Commerce, he organized a lunch with Joe Giroir, and Commerce Department
employees Melinda Yee and Nancy Linn Patton.148  Yee and Linn Patton were both
working on the upcoming Commerce Department Trade Mission to the Asian region led
by Secretary Ron Brown.  While at the lunch, either Huang or Giroir brought up the
subject of the signing ceremonies in China which would be held during the trade

                                               
142 Lindsey Deposition at 103, 105.
143 Event Scenario and Talking Points for Riady Lunch, February 25, 1994, Commerce Department
Document Production, unnumbered (Exhibit 31).
144 While at Commerce Huang worked directly under Chuck Meissner, the Assistant Secretary for
International Economic Policy at the International Trade Administration.  Meissner, in turn, reported to
Rothkopf and Garten.
145 Deposition of David J. Rothkopf, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, June 2, 1997 at 20
(hereinafter “Rothkopf Deposition”).
146 Id. at 21-22.
147 Giroir Deposition at 59-61.
148 Giroir Deposition at 59-61.
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mission.149  Fortuitously, the Lippo Group and its American partner were ready to close a
contract with the North China Power Group at the time that the trade mission was to go
forward.150  Giroir testified that Yee suggested he talk to Deputy Undersecretary David
Rothkopf about the signing ceremony, and that it was Rothkopf who later requested that
Lippo participate in the ceremony with Secretary Brown.151  However, Rothkopf testified
that he did not know Joe Giroir.152  Nevertheless, in August 1994, Secretary Brown
personally traveled to the region, where he attended the Beijing signing ceremony
involving the Lippo Group joint venture.153

Riady was involved in other events held abroad with Cabinet level officials as well.
For instance, in June 1996, Riady sat at the head table with then-Secretary of Commerce
Mickey Kantor at a dinner hosted by the American Chamber of Commerce in Indonesia.154

During a deposition with the Committee, Mr. Kantor did not recall the June 1996 dinner
with James Riady.155  However, he did recall a dinner during the 1994 Jakarta APEC
Summit at which he sat next to James Riady.156  At that time, Kantor was the United
States Trade Representative (USTR).

The Riadys also had an interest in the USTR’s policies.  In 1994 the
Administration, through USTR, was deciding whether to renew a special trade status for
Indonesia which eliminated tariffs on industrial goods it exported.  The trade status was
renewed even though the Soeharto government of Indonesia had an abysmal record in
workers’ rights.  Many in the media later questioned the Riady family’s motives in seeking
meetings with USTR officials at the time the decision was being made.157  The
Administration insisted that then-Ambassador Kantor declined Riady’s requests for a
meeting during the crucial decision making period.158  However, the USTR Director for
Southeast Asia Joseph Damond did meet with Riady in Jakarta.159  Mr. Damond described
Riady’s role in the USTR’s negotiations as a “cultural intermediary.”160  His role still does

                                               
149 A signing ceremony is an event held during  trade missions which highlight contracts made between
U.S. corporations and businesses of the host country.  They generally are promotional for the businesses
involved.  Id.
150 Id.
151 Id.
152 Rothkopf Deposition at 61.
153 The signing ceremony was for the Datong power plant project in China and the principles were the
Lippo Group, Entergy Corporation and North China Power Group.  The estimated value of the project was
$1 billion dollars.  Arkansas International Development Corporation Document Production AIDC
003888-3890 (Exhibit 32).
154 Memo to Jennifer Tate from Carol Walker, Executive Director AmCham Indonesia, June 26, 1996,
Commerce Department Document Production, unnumbered (Exhibit 33).
155 Deposition of Michael Kantor, House Government Reform and Oversight Committee, August 8, 1997
at 112-113 (hereinafter “Kantor Deposition”).
156 Id.
157 David E. Sanger, Administration Moves to Defend Indonesia Policy After Criticism, NYT October 17,
1996 at A1.
158 Id.
159 Id.
160 Id.
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not explain why a copy of a letter to Mickey Kantor, United States Trade Representative,
from the Indonesian Ambassador to the United States regarding Indonesia’s trade status
was produced from Hip Hing Holding’s files.161

The special meetings and dinners with the President and other high level officials in
the Administration put the Riady family in a better position in Indonesia.  For instance,
surely the Riadys stance with Indonesian President Soeharto grew when James Riady was
able to organize a meeting between Clinton and Soeharto; something the Indonesian
government appeared unable to do on its own.  Even the appearance of favor with the
U.S. government would assist Riady.  The Riady family was able to curry favor with the
Indonesian government by demonstrating their political connections to the United States
government.162  During President Soeharto’s reign, being in favor with the Soeharto
government meant much more than any amount of money Riady contributed towards Bill
Clinton’s presidency.

V. 1996 ELECTIONS AND CONTACTS WITH THE DNC

A. Huang’s Move from Commerce to the DNC

In July 1994, John Huang was appointed Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary at
the Department of Commerce.  However, after little over a year at the Commerce
Department, Huang wanted to move to the DNC as a fundraiser. 163  Joe Giroir and Mark
Middleton, both Lippo consultants, approached several DNC officials on behalf of
Huang.164  Giroir and Middleton contacted DNC Chairman Don Fowler, and finance
officials including, Truman Arnold, Marvin Rosen, and, Richard Sullivan.165  Even James
Riady met with Don Fowler, and advocated the idea of John Huang raising money for the
DNC.166  There was some confusion about whether Huang attended the meeting as well.
Sullivan and Fowler recalled that John Huang was present, whereas, Joe Giroir stated that
Huang was not there.167  In the meeting between Riady and Fowler, Giroir described their
idea for an Asian American fundraising effort:

                                               
161 Hip Hing Holdings Document Production HHH 3585-3596 (Exhibit 34).
162 The Riady family is ethnic-Chinese, rather than native Indonesian or “Javanese.”  The family patriarch
Mochtar Riady found it necessary to “Indonesianize” his name, Li Mo Tie, in order to comply with strong
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Senate Report, and will not be repeated here.  Final Report of the Committee on Governmental Affairs, S.
Doc. No. 167, 105 th Cong., 2d Sess. 1655 (1998)
164 Deposition of Richard Sullivan, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, June 4, 1997 at 217
(hereinafter “Sullivan Senate Deposition”); Giroir Senate Deposition at 77-78, 93-104.
165 Sullivan Senate Deposition at 217; Giroir Senate Deposition at 77-78, 93-104.
166 Giroir Senate Deposition at 94.
167 Sullivan Senate Deposition at 241; Deposition of Donald Fowler, Senate Committee on Governmental
Affairs, at 186; Giroir Senate Deposition at 135.
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I re-expressed my view that there was a reservoir of support in the
Asian-American community, votes as well as financial support, and that
if they would focus their attention on that reservoir, that it would be
beneficial to the Democratic Party. . . .  And then I think James
probably seconded my idea from his point of view, having been an
Asian American, having resided in Los Angeles, having voted here,
having been involved in the political process here, and knowing
intimately the Asian community as well as the Asian attitude as well as
the Asian propensities.168

Giroir’s statement about Riady’s insight into the American political system is not entirely
accurate.  Although Riady could be described as Asian, he was never an Asian American.
As Riady has never been a U.S. citizen, he never legally has voted in the United States.
However, Giroir was accurate in that for some reason, James Riady was active in the U.S.
political process.  Nevertheless, after sharing their ideas with DNC Chairman Fowler,
Giroir and Riady placed their recommendation for John Huang as the most qualified
individual to run such an Asian fundraising campaign.169

Unfortunately, the group had little luck garnering support or interest at the DNC,
and subsequently Huang, James Riady, and Joe Giroir visited with the President.  On
September 13, 1995, Riady, Huang, and Joe Giroir met with President Clinton and Deputy
Counsel to the President Bruce Lindsey.  Lindsey testified that the group generally
discussed family and, “[a]t some point in the conversation, I believe John said something
like, you know, maybe I could be of more help at the DNC than at Commerce.”170

Lindsey, who confirmed Huang’s interest in a later meeting, passed the request along to
Harold Ickes.171

Harold Ickes recalled that both Lindsey and the President told him about John
Huang.  President Clinton took it upon himself to bring the subject of Huang up with
Ickes, who coordinated campaign activities through the White House:

[T]he President, had recently spoken to John Huang, that Huang had
indicated that he very much wanted to help in the President's re-election
effort, that he worked in the election effort in '92, and was prepared to
go to work at the DNC or the Re-Elect, wherever the President or any
of his people felt he could be best used, and would help not only in
raising money but, as importantly, in what we call in the campaign

                                               
168 Id. at 97.
169 Id. at 98.
170 Deposition of Bruce R. Lindsey,  House Government Reform and Oversight Committee, September 8,
1997 at 167 (hereinafter “Lindsey Deposition”).
171 Ickes, then-Deputy Chief of Staff, handled most of the campaign related matters from the White House.
Lindsey testified that once he brought the matter to Ickes’ attention, Lindsey was no longer involved.
Lindsey Deposition at 167.
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business outreach to especially Asian Americans and especially in
California.

The President asked me if I would--what I thought of that.  It
sounded fine to me.  And the President asked me to follow up on it
with John Huang, which I did, and I called him and had a meeting with
him, and he subsequently left the Commerce Department and went over
to work at the DNC. 172

Huang, who met with Ickes on October 2, 1995, was prepared to work at either the DNC
or the Clinton/Gore Re-elect, whatever Ickes thought was best.173  Ultimately, Ickes
recommended that Huang work at the DNC and contacted Marvin Rosen and Don
Fowler.174  Huang’s application still did not move forward until the President personally
mentioned Huang to the head of DNC fundraising, Marvin Rosen, at a November 8, 1995
fundraiser.175  By December 1995, Huang was working at the DNC.

B. Huang’s Fundraising Activities at the DNC and Riady’s Involvement

Huang organized numerous events while he was employed by the DNC, raising
$3,422,850.176  Out of the total amount raised by Huang, approximately $1.7 million was
returned by the DNC.177  DNC Finance Chairman Marvin Rosen and Director Richard
Sullivan both had concerns about Huang’s fundraising in July 1996, and agreed not to
allow him to individually organize any fundraisers involving the President.178  The catalyst
to that decision was a fundraising dinner organized by John Huang on July 30, 1996,
which featured James Riady.

Although there is no Federal Elections Commission records of James Riady
contributing to the DNC in 1994 and 1996, Riady continued to attend fundraisers and
other DNC events which usually would generate contributions in that election cycle.  For
example, internal DNC memoranda show that James Riady was on a list of invitees to a
DNC Business Leadership Forum (“BLF”) event at the White House held on June 21,
1994.179  The memorandum lists Riady as a current BLF member, and describes him as,
                                               
172 Deposition of Harold Ickes, Senate Governmental Affairs Committee, June 26, 1997 at 115-116
(hereinafter “Ickes Deposition”).
173 Ickes Deposition at 117-118.
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“FOB [Friend of Bill]; Former President Wortham [sic] Bank in Little Rock; Clinton/DNC
donor through John Huang; Huang requested his invitation and that we send it to Huang’s
address.”  James Riady and Huang did attend the BLF reception at the White House, after
they met with then-Special Assistant to the President Mark Middleton, who also attended
the reception.180

In 1996 James Riady appears on a DNC “commit list” for $15,000 in coordination
with a June 10, 1996 fundraising dinner at the home of Lew and Edie Wasserman in Los
Angeles.181  Later in 1996, DNC Chairman Don Fowler wrote a thank you letter to James
Riady, addressed to Indonesia, which stated:

Thank you very much for sending me the basket of fruit and snacks.  It
was a wonderful surprise, and I greatly enjoyed its contents.

Your friendship is tremendously important to me in this crucial time.
As you know, all of us are working diligently to bring about a huge
Democratic victory in November, and your gift reminded me of the
support of good Democrats for these efforts. 182

Fowler was surely aware that James Riady was not a U.S. citizen and did not live in the
U.S., thereby making him ineligible to contribute to the DNC.

Subsequently, a September 18, 1996 form letter from Fowler to Riady was written,
thanking Riady for his participation in the recent DNC dinner with the President.  The
letter noted, “Your support enables us to continue assisting the Administration in
achieving its ambitious agenda.  On behalf of the DNC, I am sincerely grateful for your
work.”183  Although the second letter appears to be a form thank you letter, one normally
does not get a thank you letter unless he has contributed.

1. July 30, 1996 Jefferson Hotel Dinner with James Riady

On July 30, 1996, Huang organized an intimate gathering of four wealthy
businessmen, their families, and President Clinton.  Three of the wealthy businessmen were
not American citizens, and all four lived in Asia.  Included in the group was Huang’s
former employer, James Riady.184  Also attending were Eugene Wu,185 Chairman of the

                                               
180 White House Document EOP 055316-318 (WAVES of James Riady); EOP 004522-526 (WAVES of
John Huang).
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Shinkong Group in Taiwan; James Lin,186 Chairman of Ennead Inc. in Taiwan; and, Ken
Hsui,187 an executive at Prince Motors and Cosmos Bank in Taiwan.188  Ken Hsui, who
contributed $150,000 towards the event, is the only U.S. citizen in the group of dinner
attendees.189

DNC Finance Director Richard Sullivan testified to his reaction when he first saw
the prospective list of attendees for the dinner, “[a]s I recall, I expressed some dismay.”190

However, as there was no time to organize a new dinner, the dinner Huang organized
went forward.191  The list of attendees was sent to the White House, and was approved.192

Sullivan and Rosen had two central problems with the July 30, 1996 fundraiser:

Number one, John is not living up to what he had voluntarily come to
us and said he could do.  We have been giving him these events.

Number two, we are not all that pleased with the fact that he put a
couple of foreign nationals into a small dinner with the President.  Let
me make this clear.  The possible – we were not happy with that, you
know, because of the possible perception.  The press has made a big
deal about, oh, you know, why did you have them in when you knew
you weren’t going to get money from them.  Well we were just worried
about the perception.193

A strong indicator of their concerns is that Huang was barred from organizing Presidential
events after the Jefferson dinner with Riady.
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Once at the event, the attendees all had their pictures taken with the President.
Generally the topic of fundraising is brought up at events where money is supposed to be
raised.  Although the event was videotaped by the White House Communications Agency,
not all of the remarks were covered.194  The President did speak about the next APEC
meeting and his decision to send U.S. Air Force carriers to the Taiwan straits.195  The
issue was important to the Taiwanese, who were threatened by China’s “missile testing”
directed towards Taiwan.

The dinner organized by Huang appeared to be a favor for James Riady.196  Huang,
although no longer working for Lippo, rented a limousine and picked up the Riadys at
National Airport; the bill was charged to the Lippo Group at the Los Angeles address.197

It is unusual for a DNC fundraiser to go to such lengths for someone who is unable to
contribute.  In addition, the three businessmen who attended the dinner were a group of
the wealthiest men in Taiwan and perhaps prospective or current business partners.198

Unfortunately Hsui, a U.S. citizen, Lin, and Wu all declined requests for meetings in
Taiwan with Committee staff and James Riady has refused to cooperate with investigators.

2. “The Indonesian Gardener:”  Huang’s Relationship to the
Wiriadinatas

Huang, a prodigious fundraiser, may have been raising money for the DNC even
before he left the Commerce Department.  The most egregious example is that of Arief
and Soraya Wiriadinata, an Indonesian couple with strong ties to the Lippo Group, who
contributed $450,000 to the DNC in the 1996 election cycle.199  Soraya Wiriadinata is the
daughter of the late business partner of Mochtar Riady, Hashim Ning.200  Her husband,
Arief Wiriadinata, is a “landscape engineer” who was soon dubbed a gardener in press
reports about the Wiriadinatas’ contributions.

The Wiriadinata’s first contribution, totaling $30,000 was given on November 9,
1995, while Huang was still at Commerce.201  The November contribution was credited to

                                               
194 White House Production Tape 18 (White House Communications Agency Tape of July 30, 1996 dinner
at the Jefferson Hotel).
195 Id.
196 Earlier that evening , James Riady attended an additional fundraiser with the President the same
evening as the Jefferson Hotel dinner.  Huang, Riady, and the President all attended a fundraiser for
Winston Bryant, Senatorial candidate from Arkansas, held at the Hay Adams Hotel that same evening.
White House Document Production EOP 008591 (Letter to James Riady from Mack McLarty, August 2,
1996) (Exhibit 46); EOP 044706-712 (Schedule of the President for Tuesday, July 30, 1996 - Final).
197 Hip Hing Holdings Document Production HHH 4760 (Exhibit 47).
198 Riady had earlier arranged, through John Huang,  for a White House tour for the Hsui family.  Huang
accompanied them on the July 20, 1993 tour.  Hip Hing Holdings Document Production HHH 4736-4737
(Exhibit 48).
199 See DNC Document Production DNC 1684087 (answers of John Huang to questions posed by
Newsweek) (Exhibit 49); DNC Document Production DNC 3152284-286 (DNC Finance Executive
Summary on Arief and Soraya Wiriadinata) (Exhibit 50).
200 Exhibit 49.
201 Exhibit 50.



29

John Huang’s wife, Jane, and DNC fundraiser David Mercer.202  In return for their
November contribution, the Wiriadinatas, accompanied by then-Commerce employee
Huang, attended a DNC fundraiser for Vice President Al Gore.203  All subsequent
contributions, made after Huang left Commerce, were credited to John Huang.204

In addition to issues about the timing of the first contribution, the funds used to
contribute to the DNC by the Wiriadinatas came from Lippo co-founder Hashim Ning in
Indonesia.205  The Wiriadinatas explained that they contributed to the DNC because of a
kind gesture on the part of President Clinton.  Hashim Ning was traveling in the United
States in June 1995, when he fell ill and was hospitalized.206  James Riady and Huang
asked Mark Middleton to secure a get well note from President Clinton.207  The President
did in fact send two letters to Mr. Ning: one delivered in person by Mark Middleton; and,
the second, addressed to Mr. Ning in Indonesia, was sent through Mark Middleton.208

The November contribution was the first in a long line of contributions by the
Wiriadinatas.  They again donated to the DNC in December, and on December 15, 1995,
Arief Wiriadinata attended a DNC fundraising coffee at the White House.  The beginning
of the coffee was videotaped, as President Clinton walked around the room greeting all of
his guests.  When the President came to Wiriadinata, he grasped the President’s hand and
said, “James Riady sent me.”209  The President responded, “Yes.  I’m glad to see you.
Thank you for being here.”210  Wiriadinata’s comment about James Riady should have
raised some concerns about the contributions he gave.

In addition, the Wiriadinatas moved back to Indonesia, and sent many of their
checks from abroad.  At a November 13, 1996 press conference, DNC Chairman Don
Fowler insisted that the Wiriadinata’s $450,000 in contributions had been thoroughly
reviewed and was legal.211  Yet only ten days later the DNC announced that it would
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return the Wiriadinata  contributions as they had failed to file 1995 tax returns and had
returned to Indonesia.212

3. Donors and Events Related to Huang

There were other circumstances where DNC and White House staff, or even the
President himself, should have realized that there was something wrong with the
fundraising events.  Huang put together events attended by numerous foreign nationals,
where it was even noted by DNC officials that in many instances, guests did not speak any
English.

a. February 19, 1996

John Huang’s first major event as a DNC fundraiser was a February 19, 1996
Asian Pacific American event attended by the President.  He was assisted in the
fundraising by Charlie Trie, many of whose contributions and solicitations have also been
established as illegal or inappropriate.213  Although Huang raised $706,000 from the event,
at least $200,000 of that has already been returned by the DNC.214  In addition, there are
several other contributions related to the event, which the Committee has determined
should also be returned.215  The dinner was the first part of a two day event for
approximately 80-100 Asian Pacific American donors from across the United States,
including a breakfast with Vice President Gore the next day.216

In the February 19, 1996 event briefing memorandum for the President, John
Huang points out that immigration policy was one of the most important issues to the
Asian Pacific American community.217  Included in the memo was an outline of which
immigration policies the Asian Pacific American community supported, including one of
the most important, the “sibling preference” category for immigration.218  At the time of
the event, President Clinton was on the record as against the sibling preference.219

However, one month later, in an unprecedented shift of opinion, Clinton supported the
preference.220
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Another troubling aspect of the event was the attendance of Doris Meissner,
Commissioner of the Immigration and Naturalization Service.  Doris Meissner sat at the
same table as Maria Hsia, who worked with Huang on other fundraising events.221

Briefing papers for the President underline the importance of Meissner’s attendance at this
event as immigration and naturalization was a top priority for the Asian Pacific American
community.222

The briefing memo on the event notes, “[p]articipants of APALC dinner have each
donated a minimum of $12,500 to the Democratic National Committee.”223  However,
there were a number of foreign nationals at the February 19, 1996 event.  At least five
foreign nationals who were unable to contribute to the event sat at the head table with the
President.224  In his remarks at the event, the President appeared to make a reference to
the fact that many people may not be familiar with the U.S. holiday, President’s Day:  “It
was quite a wonderful thing for me to come here on what we in the United States now call
President’s Day and have people say, ‘Happy New Year and Happy President’s Day,’ at
the same time.”225  President Clinton, explaining that it was President’s Day, referred to
the fact that it fell on the Chinese New Year.  President Clinton also praised John Huang’s
fundraising efforts:

I am virtually overwhelmed by this event tonight.  I should have learned
by now, I have known John Huang a very long time.  At least to be as
young as we are, we have known each other a long time.  And when he
told me this event was going to unfold as it has tonight, I wasn’t quite
sure I believed him, but he had never told me anything that didn’t come
to pass, and all of you have made it possible and I want you to know I
am very grateful to you.226

b. May 13, 1996

Likewise, during a May 13, 1996 fundraiser arranged by Huang and Charlie Trie,
President Clinton again addressed the large number of foreign nationals attending the
event at the Sheraton Carlton:  “I say to the Asian American community here – and to
those who come from other countries to be with us here tonight –  the United States is
very grateful for the people who have come from the Asian Pacific region, who have made
our country their home.”227  Among the group of foreign nationals was a high ranking
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executive at the Lippo Group, Roy Tirtadji.228  Giroir had contributed $100,000 towards
the event so that he and approximately 20 others, including Tirtadji, could attend.229

However, Tirtadji, and not Joe Giroir, sat at the head table with the President.230

Half of the guests seated with President at this event were foreign citizens.  The
President only sat at the head table for about 15 minutes.  According to one witness who
sat at the head table at this event, during the time the President sat at the table, either no
one wanted to speak, or could not speak English.  Therefore, this witness, Jitu Somaya,
then struck up small talk with the President to fill the time.231  In fact, the event contained
so many foreign nationals that it provoked concern among one Democratic official who
said, “’. . . I hope people are checking this one out.  It was peculiar.  There were a lot of
people who didn’t speak English or spoke very, very poor English.’”232  The Committee
has not found any evidence of similar concerns at the White House.   President Clinton
again singled out Huang and Charlie Trie for praise in front of the donors they solicited.
He did so for good reason.  The event was slated to raise $500,000,233 but documents
provided to the Committee show that $577,000 was raised from only 23 different
donors.234

c. July 22, 1996

Huang also organized a July 22, 1996 fundraising dinner held in Century City,
California.  For all of his hard work, Huang earned the praise of President Clinton in front
of the constituency Huang needed to impress the most.  Although Huang fell short of the
$1 million goal, President Clinton said, “And I’d like to thank my longtime friend, John
Huang . . . Frankly he’s been so effective, I was amazed that you were all cheering for him
tonight after he’s been around, his aggressive efforts to help our cause.”235

DNC Chairman Don Fowler revealed that President Clinton’s remarks about
Huang were not meant as a recognition of Huang’s hard work, but instead, “It was a
laying of his hands on John’s head . . . The president was saying “He’s my friend; he’s a
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good guy.”  He was creating a connection.  It was a way of indirectly soliciting the
guests.”236

James and Aileen Riady attended the event, which was shortly before the intimate
Jefferson Hotel gathering in Washington, D.C.237 James Riady’s company, LippoBank or
the Lippo Group, also had a table at the event.238  Sitting next to the President at the head
table were two foreign nationals, James Riady and Ted Sioeng, neither of whom were
legally able to contribute to the event.239  Several of the Asian Americans at the dinner
commented on the attendees, noting that “they could not recall seeing so many people
from the People’s Republic of China at such an event.”240

Apparently Huang, desperate to fill the event, asked Jessica Elnitiarta, Sieong’s
daughter, to bring as many people as she could.241  She made the largest contribution of
the event, $50,000, earned her father a seat next to the President and brought 48 other
friends to the event.  According to DNC fundraiser Chong Lo, a large group of Taiwanese
government officials and businessman also attended this event.242  This delegation
originally was scheduled to attend an event the next day in San Francisco organized by the
Lotus Fund.  However, Charlie Trie and John Huang intervened and persuaded Norman
Young, Vice Chairman of the Lotus Fund, to have the delegation attend the event in
Century City instead.243  This delegation’s political contribution allegedly came from
Taiwan through California National Bank in San Francisco.244 The Committee has not
been able to identify the Taiwanese government officials or businessmen who attended the
event.

Generally, the fundraisers organized by Huang should have raised concerns among
the DNC hierarchy.  Many of Huang’s events were attended by individuals who were not
able to speak English, or were widely known to be foreign nationals.  In particular, the
President and senior levels of the DNC and White House knew that James Riady was not a
U.S. citizen and that he did not live in the United States.  Another example is Nina Wang,
who sat at the head table with the President during at least two events, and attended
several others.  It is widely known that Ms. Wang is a billionaire from Hong Kong.
However, she and other foreign nationals were able to attend fund raising events with the
President of the United States, and no issues of impropriety were ever raised by White
House officials.

                                               
236 Id.
237 DNC Document Production F 0046458-463 (List of names for Win ’96 Badges at the July 22, 1996
Century City event).
238 Deposition of Harold Arthur, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, April 25, 1997, at 26-28.
239 Exhibit 60; See Chapter on Ted Sieong for further discussion.
240 David Willman, Allan C. Miller & Glenn F. Bunting, What Clinton Knew:  How a Push for New Fund-
Raising Led to Foreign Access, Bad Money and Questionable Ties, L.A. Times, Dec. 21, 1997, at A1.
241 Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs report at 970.
242 Statement of Chong Lo.
243 Statement of Chong Lo.
244 Id.
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CONCLUSION

The Riady family, as foreign nationals, had unprecedented access to President
Clinton and the highest levels of his administration.  Although the family knew then-
Governor Clinton in Arkansas, there is no indication that they were the best of friends.  In
fact, the bulk of the Riadys contributions came after Clinton had won the primary in 1992,
and it appeared that he had a strong chance of winning the presidency with enough
financial support.  Significant questions remain, among others: why the Riadys and their
employees contributed so much money in the late days of the 1992 campaign; why the
Riadys helped John Huang move to the DNC in the 1996 elections; and, what the Riadys
wanted in return.

Unfortunately, an unprecedented number of individuals have invoked their Fifth
Amendment right against self-incrimination or fled the country in the face of questions
posed by representatives of the American public.  Only pieces are left to be patched
together to form some sort of story.  Investigators must draw inferences from the
information they are able to gather, because there are few people with whom to talk.

The Committee knows that the Riadys contributed close to a million dollars
towards Clinton’s election in 1992.  The family then had access to the President, his staff,
and high level department and agency officials.  The Riadys concerns were heard.
Although administration policies such as MFN, sibling preference in immigration, and
access to Vietnam were changed, questions still remain about what impact contributions
may have had on the shift.

The Committee also knows that the Riadys were active in the 1996 election.  The
Lippo Group’s former executive John Huang became a DNC fundraiser, with the
assistance of James Riady.  Over half of the money raised by John Huang was returned by
the DNC because it was either illegal or inappropriate.  Even more of the 1996 DNC
contributions are illegal, inappropriate or suspect.  Through examining bank records, the
Committee has determined that even more money should be returned.  Both Huang and
the Riadys had ties to many of the individuals involved in the fundraising scandal.
However, because the illegalities were discovered, nobody will know what might have
occurred after the 1996 elections.
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YAH LIN “CHARLIE” TRIE AND HIS RELATIONSHIP
WITH THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION

INTRODUCTION

Charlie Trie was one of the first major DNC fundraisers to come under public
scrutiny in the wake of the 1996 election.  Many of Trie’s most notorious fundraising
activities were not made public until months after the 1996 election.  The DNC has taken
the position that Trie was a rogue fundraiser with no official ties to the Democratic Party.
The White House has taken the position that Trie was an old acquaintance of the President
from Arkansas, but not a White House intimate.  The Committee has continued to
investigate Trie’s activities, and the material uncovered to date demonstrates that Trie is a
central figure in the plan to funnel illegal campaign contributions into the 1996 campaign.

The facts uncovered by the Committee indicate that Trie was a close friend of
President Clinton with wide-ranging access to the White House, Presidential advisors, and
Clinton Administration officials.  It appears that Trie used his access to the Administration
and the DNC to promote a number of different interests, including his own and those of
his Asian business associates.  In promoting these interests, Trie received extraordinary
treatment from the White House and the Administration.  Trie was allowed to bring a
Chinese national, Wang Jun, who was the head of a Chinese weapons company to a
February 1996 coffee with the President when other major donors were not allowed to
bring guests to the coffees.  Trie received the personal attention of a Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Commerce, Jude Kearney, who introduced Trie to numerous American
business contacts.  Trie also received the assistance of the DNC in ventures ranging from
the mundane, such as White House tours, to the significant, such as hosting events for the
Secretary of Commerce.  Finally, the White House itself gave Trie an incredible helping
hand.  The White House placed Trie on an expert Asian trade panel in 1996, when by all
accounts, he was completely unqualified to serve.  Trie used this appointed position to
promote himself and his business interests.

However, there are still many unanswered questions regarding Charlie Trie’s
relationship with the White House and DNC that the Committee continues to investigate.
Many of these questions cannot be answered because of the persistent stonewalling faced
by the Committee.  Trie’s innermost circle of friends and associated has either fled the
country or invoked their Fifth Amendment rights.  Trie has taken the Fifth, been indicted,
and faces trial in February 1999.  Antonio Pan, who was indicted with Trie for violating
federal election laws, has fled the country.  Ng Lap Seng, Wang Jun, and most of Trie’s
foreign benefactors have refused to cooperate with Committee investigators.  The Clinton
Administration has provided no assistance in obtaining the cooperation of foreign
governments.
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Trie’s American associates, including many linked to the DNC and White House,
have invoked their Fifth Amendment privileges, including former senior White House aide
Mark Middleton, John Huang, and Commerce Department employee Melinda Yee.  As
described throughout this chapter, the final barrier the Committee has faced is a consistent
lack of candor and cooperation even from those witnesses who have testified.  Trie
associates such as Ernie Green, Charles Duncan, and Jude Kearney have testified, but their
testimony is plagued either with inconsistencies with the testimony of other witnesses and
documentary evidence, or by frequent, disturbing lapses of memory.

Finally, the Committee’s investigation of Trie has been hampered to a certain
extent by the Justice Department’s ongoing prosecution of Trie.  A number of documents
belonging to Trie were seized by the Justice Department, and are not available to the
Committee until after Trie’s trial.  In addition, Trie’s pending trial has made it impossible
for the Committee to grant immunity to a number of witnesses close to Trie who would
offer highly relevant testimony about his fundraising activities.  For example, the
Committee has located and obtained a proffer from a confidential witness offering
substantial evidence against Trie, but the Justice Department has refused to approve the
Committee’s plans to grant immunity until Trie’s trial is over.  Trie’s trial has already been
delayed once, exacerbating the difficulties faced by the Committee.  The Committee is
hopeful that after Trie’s trial, these documents and witnesses will be made available to the
Committee so that its investigation may continue.

I. TRIE’S ARKANSAS ROOTS

Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie was born on August 15, 1949, in Fangcheng Hsien, Honan
Province, China, and lived in Taiwan with his family from January 1965 to January 1976.1

Trie emigrated to the United States in February of 1976 and began working at Charlie
Chan’s restaurant in Little Rock, Arkansas.2  By 1978, Trie was a co-owner of the Fu Lin
restaurant in Little Rock, Arkansas, with his sister, Dailin Outlaw.3

Charlie Trie’s political activity began long before he moved to Washington in
1994.  In fact, Trie began donating to Clinton campaigns even before he became a citizen
on December 7, 1984.4  In a two-week period beginning on September 29, 1982, Trie
gave Bill Clinton’s gubernatorial campaign five separate checks totaling $1,100 and his

                                               
1 Declaration of the Taipei Municipal Police Headquarters, January 22, 1976 (Exhibit 1).  There are a
number of unexplained discrepancies regarding Trie’s birth and immigration records.  Trie has claimed at
least four different birthdays.  In addition, there are contradictory documents regarding Trie’s birthplace
and residence in Asia.  Trie claims in his biography to have been born and raised in Taiwan for twenty-six
years.  See Biography of Yah Lin Trie.  However, documents prepared by Taiwanese authorities state that
Trie was born in the People’s Republic of China, and lived there for 16 years before moving to Taiwan.
2 INS Application to File Petition for Naturalization for Yah Lin Trie, August 4, 1983; INS Biographic
Information form for Yah Lin Trie, July 14, 1983.
3 INS Biographic Information form for Yah Lin Trie, July 14, 1983.
4 Certificate of Naturalization for Yah Lin Trie, December 7, 1984.
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wife, Wang Mei Trie, gave another $100 on October 23, 1982.5  Bill Clinton’s campaign
acknowledged Trie’s contributions with five thank you letters and Bill Clinton, after
returning to the governor’s mansion in 1982, became a frequent guest at Trie’s
restaurant.6  Clinton and Trie appear to have developed a friendship during this period of
time.  In 1988, the President appointed Trie to the Arkansas Fire Extinguisher Board.7

Trie’s daughter told friends that her father and Governor Clinton often played basketball
together in Arkansas.8  It was during this period of time that Trie began referring to then-
Governor Clinton as “Lao Ke,” a colloquial Chinese term meaning “Big Boss.”9  President
Clinton has also spoken publicly of their friendship.  At a May 1996 DNC fundraiser,
Clinton recognized Trie and remarked that:

Soon it will be twenty years that I had my first meal with Charlie Trie.
Almost twenty years, huh?  Twenty years in just a few months.  At the
time, neither of us could afford a ticket to this dinner, it’s fair to say.10

A short time later, at a California fundraiser, President Clinton told Trie’s sister, “[y]our
brother has been my close friend for two decades.”11

The Committee has also learned that Trie’s ties with a number of his associates in
the fundraising scandal predate Trie’s arrival in Washington in 1994.  Many of these
relationships go back to Arkansas in the mid-1980s.  For example, it was at the Fu Lin
restaurant in 1983 that Trie met Antonio Pan, then an employee of a company called
United Pacific Trading Inc.12  Trie’s fundraising activities with Pan in 1995 and 1996 led
to the indictment of both.  Early in the 1980s, James Riady of the Lippo Group sent one of
his executives, Peter Chen, and Chen’s assistant Pan to Little Rock to run United Pacific,
a Lippo subsidiary.13  Pan worked in Little Rock for two years before he was forced to
leave the U.S. in 1985 because he was unable to obtain a work permit.14  Trie would

                                               
5 Donor History form for Yah Lin Trie, Clinton-Gore Document CG92B-00527-28 (Exhibit 2); Donor
History form for Wang Mei Trie, Clinton-Gore Document CG92B-00526 (Exhibit 3).
6 Exhibit 2.
7 Jill Abramson and Marcus W. Brauchli, “Mr. Trie Was Serving Noodles to Clinton Before Oodles of
Cash,” The Wall Street Journal, December 18, 1996 at A1.
8 Interview of Susan Lee, Summer, 1997.
9 Translation by Herman Liang.  See Lena H. Sun and Dan Morgan, “Asian Firm’s First U.S. Ties
Included DNC; Contribution Followed 10 Days in Arkansas,” The Washington Post, December 1, 1996 at
A1.
10 White House Communications Agency videotape number 6, May 13, 1996.  Of course, Trie still could
not afford the ticket to the May 13 fundraiser, or any other DNC event that he attended without the
assistance of foreign nationals.
11 Deposition of Manlin Foung, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, September 29,
1997 (“Foung Deposition”), at 55.
12 Interview of Rush Deacon, June 22, 1998, at 2.
13 Id.
14 Id.
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renew his relationship with Chen and Pan in 1995, when both would begin working with
him.15

While running his small restaurant in Little Rock, Trie also struck up a relationship
with James Riady of the Lippo Group.  Riady and his family were leaders in Little Rock’s
small Asian community, and Trie had met them in this context.16  Trie also received a
$60,000 loan from Riady in 1985 which allowed him to expand his restaurant operations.17

Trie would proudly mention his connections with Riady in 1996, after meeting with him in
Jakarta.18

In November 1991, Trie sold his restaurant and began a new career path by
starting Daihatsu International Trading Corp., an import-export business.19  Trie was
hoping to use his contacts in Asia to strike trade deals between Chinese and U.S.
businesses on a wide variety of commodities.  Trie attempted to put together deals ranging
from chickens to wrenches to cigarette filters.  Almost all of these deals ended in failure.20

For his efforts, though, Trie received a letter from President-elect Bill Clinton shortly after
the 1992 election, congratulating him on establishing Daihatsu International and thanking
him for expanding trade and understanding between the U.S. and China:

I am pleased to hear that you are establishing a branch of your company,
Daihatsu International, in the People’s Republic of China. . . . I wish you
success in you new venture, and I appreciate your efforts for our state.
Please let me know about your progress.21

As part of his import-export business, Trie began making frequent trips to China.
During one such trip in September 1992, Trie traveled to Changchun City, China, with
several Arkansas businessmen and the Arkansas State Auditor, Julia Hughes Jones.22

Through Trie’s efforts, this business trip evolved into a formal sister city relationship
between Little Rock and Changchun City in May of 1995.23  Trie apparently attempted to
capitalize on his friendship with Bill Clinton even before he became a major donor to the
DNC.  Before his fundraising improprieties were exposed, Trie told an Arkansas
newspaper: “[i]n China, people want to know you before they do business with you.”24

The reporter then observed that “Chinese also like to see some proof that you are known

                                               
15 Business card for Antonio Pan, Chief Executive Officer, Daihatsu International Trading, Inc. (Exhibit
4).
16 Andrea Harter, “Trie Tried to Make LR Click for Him,” Arkansas Democrat-Gazette, September 28,
1997 at 1A.
17 U.S. Small Business Administration Portfolio Financing Report, May 31, 1985 (Exhibit 5).
18 Interview of Clyde Prestowitz, February 18, 1998 (“Prestowitz Interview”), at 3.
19 Daihatsu International Certificate of Incorporation, November 14, 1991, IGI Document HS012411.
20 Interview of Jody Webb, August 29, 1998 (“Webb Interview”), at 7.
21 Letter from Bill Clinton to Charlie Trie, November 10, 1992 (Exhibit 6).
22 Interview of Julia Hughes Jones, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, June 19, 1997, at 2-3.
23 Id.
24 Doug Thompson, Expatriate Opening Trade Route to China, Arkansas Democrat-Gazette, August 14,
1994 at 1G.
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and trusted by prominent people.  Trie’s letter of best wishes from President-Elect Bill
Clinton, for example, has helped.”25

At the same time as he was traveling to China, Trie also brought at least eight
delegations of Chinese government officials and businessmen to the U.S.26  For one such
delegation in April 1993, Trie enlisted the help of Julia Hughes Jones, to arrange a picture
between a PRC governor and President Clinton.27  In his response to the request, Anthony
Lake stated:

The delegation is led by a governor; immediately after his visit another
delegation, led by a PRC Vice Minister, arrives in Washington.  If we
arrange for the governor to meet with the President, we will also need to
arrange a similar meeting for the Vice Minister, who outranks him.
Foreign provincial officials do not normally meet with heads of state.28

Despite the barriers to Trie’s request identified in Lake’s memo, Trie apparently got his
way because he entered the White House on April 16, 1993 for what was described as a
“photo op.”29

Trie’s efforts did not go unnoticed in Asia.  By early 1994, Ng Lap Seng, a
wealthy Macau businessman, became Trie’s partner in his latest venture, an attempt to
purchase the dilapidated Camelot Hotel in Little Rock.  Trie and Ng entered the U.S. in
March 1994 to discuss the hotel proposal and inspect the building.  Ng brought $80,000 in
cash with him on his trip to the United States.30  Witnesses later saw Ng give Trie
thousands of dollars in cash.31  These seem to be the earliest examples of the receipt by
Trie of large amounts of money from Ng Lap Seng.  In the coming years, Trie was to
receive over $1 million from Ng, over $130,000 of which he would funnel into the DNC.

Ng has not cooperated with any of the campaign finance investigations.
Nevertheless, the Committee has been able to learn a number of critical facts regarding
Ng.  Ng came to Macau from Guangzhou in China in 1979 “flat broke,” and worked in the
Macau garment business.32  However, soon Ng had experienced a remarkable
metamorphosis, and by the 1990s, was a wealthy Macau landowner.  How Ng’s
transformation was accomplished is currently unknown.  However, there are a number of
facts about Ng that are known, and that reveal a great deal about his roots and his
loyalties.  Ng owns a casino/hotel complex in Macau that is reportedly frequented by
                                               
25 Id.
26 Webb Interview at 4-5.
27 Memorandum from Anthony Lake to Thomas F. McLarty, April 13, 1993 (Exhibit 7).
28 Id.
29 Summary of Charlie Trie’s Visits to the White House, White House Counsel’s Office.
30 Currency Transaction Report for Ng Lap Seng, March 23, 1994 (Exhibit 8).
31 The amount of cash Ng gave to Trie is in dispute.  It ranges from $5000 to $20,000.  See Deposition of
Lorin Fleming, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, July 11, 1997, at 37; Deposition of Dwight
Linkous, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, July 10, 1997, at 33-38.
32 Niles Lathem, “Chinese Checkered Past of Trie Funder,” N.Y. Post, March 1, 1998, at 2.



6

Macau gangs.33  Ng denies that he has any connections with organized crime.34  However,
it is Ng’s political ties that are of the greatest interest.  Ng is a member of the Chinese
People’s Political Consultative Congress, a communist organization in the People’s
Republic of China.35  The Committee has also interviewed a witness who for several years
worked closely with Ng in Hong Kong and Macau.36  That witness informed the
Committee that Ng was a peasant farmer before coming to Macau, but somehow had been
selected to act as a front for municipal and provincial authorities in the People’s Republic
of China.37  The witness also informed the Committee that Ng is poorly educated, and still
does not understand many aspects of his business, frequently erupting in anger at business
meetings.38  For his part, Ng has made few comments regarding the campaign finance
scandal.  In one of his rare media interviews, he made the following comments:

I am very upset, especially about this allegation that I am linked to
organised (sic) crime.  It is absolutely untrue and has no basis in fact.  I
don’t like to talk a lot because when you find yourself caught up in
something like this, it is very difficult to talk your way out.  This is
political.  There is a purpose to all this and the target is President Clinton.39

While Ng has made these statements in the press defending himself and President Clinton,
he has never cooperated with Committee investigators.

Ng and Trie ultimately lost the bid on the Camelot Hotel.  However, during the
bidding process, Trie and Ng made many valuable contacts.  One prominent lawyer who
assisted Trie and Ng was C. Joseph Giroir.40  Giroir was a close friend of Clinton and a
major DNC fundraiser.  At one point during the bidding process, a local official
questioned the source of the money offered by Trie and Ng Lap Seng, suggesting that Ng
had criminal ties in Asia.41  Giroir responded angrily, calling the questions “inappropriate
and offensive.”42  But, with the failure of the Camelot Hotel project, Trie again changed
his business focus, and decided to open an office in Washington, D.C.43

II. TRIE COMES TO WASHINGTON

                                               
33 Id.
34 Niall Fraser, “I’m Caught in Crossfire on Clinton, Says Tycoon,” South China Morning Post, October
19, 1997, at 3.
35 Lena H. Sun and John Pomfret, “China Adviser’s Gift to DNC Under Review, After Audit, Party Will
Return More Donations” Washington Post, February 25, 1997, at A1.
36 The witness, George Johnson, worked at the Consolidated Trust Company in Hong Kong, where he
interacted frequently with Charlie Trie and Trie associates William Peh and Ng Lap Seng.
37 Interview of George Johnson, February 13, 1998 (“Johnson Interview”), at 2.
38 Id.
39 Niall Fraser, “I’m Caught in Crossfire on Clinton, Says Tycoon,” South China Morning Post, October
19, 1997, at 3.
40 Letter from C.J. Giroir, Jr. to Board of Directors, City of Little Rock, May 20, 1994 (Exhibit 9).
41 Interview of Lorin Fleming, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, August 12, 1997 at 3.
42 Exhibit 9.
43 Interview of Jody Webb, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, June 20, 1997 at 3.
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Shortly after his failed attempt to purchase the Camelot Hotel, Trie moved to
Washington, D.C. to open a branch of Daihatsu.  Trie’s move to Washington in the
summer of 1994 coincided with his first major contributions to the DNC, and the
expansion of his ties to the White House.  Trie’s contributions allowed him to go from an
obscure owner of a Chinese restaurant to a frequent guest at DNC galas and visitor at the
White House.  In June 1994 alone, Trie visited the White House four times.44

In this period of time, Trie would also make his first contributions to the DNC.
Over the course of the next two and a half years, these contributions would total over
$229,000.  A summary of contributions made by Trie, his family, and his companies
follows:

Date Donor Amount Recipient
May 14, 1994 Yah Lin Trie $20,000 DNC
May 14, 1994 Yah Lin Trie $60,000 DNC
May 25, 1994 Wang Mei Trie $20,000 DNC
June 21, 1994 Daihatsu International $7,500 DNC
August 1, 1994 Yah Lin Trie $20,000 DNC
October 20, 1994 San Kin Yip International $15,000 DNC
April 7, 1995 Yah Lin Trie $500 Daschle Campaign
April 26, 1996 Yah Lin Trie $1,000 Stodola Campaign
June 22, 1995 Daihatsu International $50,000 DNC
June 26, 1995 E-Fong Do Trie $2,000 Daschle Campaign
June 26, 1995 Wang Mei Trie $1,000 Clinton/Gore ‘96
February 29, 1996 Daihatsu International $12,500 DNC
March 21, 1996 Yah Lin Trie $1,000 Matsui Campaign
May 6, 1996 Yah Lin Trie $1,000 Mark Warner

Campaign
May 12, 1996 Yah Lin Trie $10,000 DNC
July 31, 1996 America-Asia Trade Center $3,000 DNC
August 26, 1996 Yah Lin Trie $560 Fund for Democratic

Leadership
August 28, 1996 Yah Lin Trie $1,000 Coopersmith

Campaign
September 28, 1996 Yah Lin Trie $2,000 DNC
October 2, 1996 Yah Lin Trie $1,000 Fund for Democratic

Leadership

A. Trie’s First DNC Contributions

1. The June 22, 1994, Presidential Gala

                                               
44 Worker and Visitor Entry System (“WAVES”) Records of Yah Lin Trie.
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Charlie Trie was first solicited to contribute to the DNC in connection with the
June 22, 1994, Presidential Gala in Washington, D.C.  Trie was solicited to give $100,000
to the DNC, even though he had never made any significant political contributions
previously.  No one at the DNC demonstrated any concern about taking $100,000 from an
obscure Arkansas restaurateur with little apparent wealth.  Trie was rewarded with an
immediate entree into the world of Washington insiders and presidential intimates, and the
DNC was rewarded with badly-needed campaign cash.

Trie was solicited to make his first contributions to the DNC by Richard Mays, a
close friend of the President from Arkansas.  Mays had been appointed to the Arkansas
bench by Governor Clinton, and was also a longtime major DNC donor and fundraiser.
Mays claims that he knew Trie from patronizing his restaurant in Little Rock.45  Mays
claimed not to recall the exact circumstances of his solicitation of Trie, but did state that
he “had the distinct impression that [Trie] was in a position to contribute, and wanted to
make a contribution.”46  Mays says he based his conclusion that Trie was in a “position to
contribute” to the DNC on the fact that Trie was traveling between Little Rock and
Washington, D.C.:

Question:  When you say “in a position to contribute,” do you mean he had
sufficient money to contribute?

Mays:  I felt he did.

Question:  And how did you get that impression?

Mays:  I don’t know how I got that impression, but frequently, he seemed
like he was traveling extensively, you know, I knew he owned that Chinese
restaurant down there, and he apparently had engaged in some business,
other business interests.  I really didn’t have a specific judgment that, in
fact, he could, but I certainly thought it was worth talking to him about it.

***

Question:  Would you ever see him anywhere other than D.C. or Little
Rock?

Mays:  I don’t recall that I have.  I mean, I am not saying I haven’t, but I
don’t recall.47

Mays asked Trie what he could contribute, and Trie told him $100,000.48  Mays claims
that he was not surprised by Trie’s offer of $100,000, even though this was the largest

                                               
45 Deposition of Richard L. Mays, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, November 5,
1997 (“Mays Deposition”), at 30 .
46 Id. at 37.
47 Id. at 38-39.
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contribution he had ever solicited.49  Trie’s $100,000 contribution was used for the DNC’s
Health Care Campaign, which was a public campaign to promote the President’s health
care legislative proposal.50

At this point, Mays claimed he still had no concern that a political novice with little
apparent wealth had pledged $100,000 to the DNC.  Rather than conducting any
background research of Trie, or looking into the source of Trie’s funds, he introduced Trie
to Terry McAuliffe, then the Finance Chairman of the DNC.51  Mays set up a breakfast
meeting between McAuliffe and Trie.  At this meeting, Trie confirmed that he would make
a $100,000 contribution to the DNC, and asked only that he be prominently seated at the
June 22 gala.52  When asked if he ever had a concern about the source of Trie’s
contributions, Mays responded “[w]hy would I have some concern?”53

However, Richard Mays was not the only person who accepted Charlie Trie’s
$100,000 contribution without asking any questions.  To his recollection, no one at the
DNC ever expressed any concern about Trie’s $100,000 contribution.54  David Mercer,
the deputy finance director at the DNC, stated that:

I had no concerns.  Whether it was in a situation that here is a guy who
wrote a $100,000 check, Arkansas ties, and part of the family, if you will, .
. . it’s not for me to have those concerns unless something was presented
to me by Charlie, which nothing was . . . .55

At this time, Terry McAuliffe claims that the DNC had an extensive system in place to
check contributions to the DNC:

So we generally knew most of the people, and we had a very good process,
and I would like to state for the record in 1994, we haven’t had any
problems with checks. . . . I know Laura [Hartigan] checked everybody
who sat at a head table.56

Of course, there have been problems with contributions made to the DNC in 1994, despite
McAuliffe’s pride in the DNC’s vetting system.  If Charlie Trie’s initial contributions were

                                                                                                                                           
48 Id. at 39.
49 Id. at 41.
50 Memorandum from David Mercer to John O’Hanlon, June 18, 1994, DNC Document F0045848.  The
DNC’s Health Care Campaign was directed in large part by Harold Ickes.
51 Mays Deposition at 42.
52 Id. at 44.
53 Id. at 45.
54 Id. at 45.
55 Deposition of David L. Mercer, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, August 21,
1997 (“Mercer Deposition I”), at 125.
56 Deposition of Terence McAuliffe, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, June 6, 1997
(“McAuliffe Deposition”), at 82.
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vetted, the system still allowed an obscure individual with no personal wealth to give
$100,000 to the Democratic Party.

a. Trie’s $100,000 Contribution Came from Ng Lap Seng

Trie’s $100,000 was given to the DNC in three installments: first, a check for
$20,000 dated May 14, 1994;57 second, a check for $60,000 dated May 14, 199458; and
third, a check for $20,000 dated May 25, 1994.59  These contributions were drawn on the
First Commercial Bank account held by Charlie and Wang Mei Trie.  The contributions
were made from $100,000 in funds wired directly from Lucky Port Investments, a Hong
Kong corporation with no U.S. operations.60  In addition, Trie gave $7,500 through his
company, Daihatsu International Trading Corporation, for this event.61  Although Richard
Mays is listed as the solicitor of this contribution, he failed to recall why he solicited it, or
even if he solicited it at all.62  Nevertheless, the $7,500 contributed by Daihatsu was
similarly derived from foreign sources.  Just as Charlie and Wang Mei Trie’s personal
account at First Commercial Bank received a $100,000 wire transfer from Lucky Port
shortly before the contribution, the Daihatsu bank account at First Commercial similarly
received a wire transfer of $100,000 from Ng Lap Seng’s account at the Bank of China in
Macau shortly before the $7,500 contribution was made.63

b. Ng Lap Seng’s Cash

Two days before the gala, Ng Lap Seng and his wife entered the United States.
Ng brought $175,000 in cash with him for his short stay in the United States.64  It is
unclear what Ng did with this cash during his stay.  Two days later, on June 22, Ng and
Trie entered the White House for a meeting with Mark Middleton.65  The three later had
lunch at the White House mess.66  It is currently unknown what was discussed at this
meeting since Trie and Middleton have invoked their Fifth Amendment rights, and Ng has
not cooperated with investigators.

                                               
57 DNC Check Tracking Form for Contribution of Yah Lin Trie, May 14, 1994, DNC Document DNC
3053401 (Exhibit 10).
58 DNC Check Tracking Form for Contribution of Yah Lin Trie, May 14, 1994, DNC Document DNC
3053400 (Exhibit 11).
59 DNC Check Tracking Form for Contribution of Yah Lin Trie, May 25, 1994, DNC Document DNC
1075637 (Exhibit 12).
60 First Commercial Bank, N.A. Wire Transfer of $99,985.00 from Lucky Port Investments Ltd. to Yah
Lin Trie or Wang Mei Trie; First Commercial Bank, N.A. Statement for Yah Lin Trie and Wang Mei
Trie, May 1994 (Exhibit 13); see also Report, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, Investigation
of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with 1996 Federal Election Campaigns, at 2526.
61 DNC Check Tracking Form for Contribution of Yah Lin Trie, June 21, 1994, DNC Document
F0048749 (Exhibit 14).
62 Mays Deposition at 61-62.
63 First Commercial Bank, N.A. Wire Transfer of $99,985.00 from Ng Lap Seng to Daihatsu International
Trading; First Commercial Bank, N.A. Statement for Daihatsu International Trading Corp., May 1994.
64 Currency Transaction Report for Ng Lap Seng, June 20, 1994 (Exhibit 15).
65 WAVES records for Yah Lin Trie and Ng Lap Seng, June 22, 1994.
66 DNC Reimbursement of White House Mess Bill, DNC Document DNC 0328622 (Exhibit 16).



11

c. Benefits Received by Trie

Trie received a number of benefits for making his large contributions to the DNC.
First, he was permitted to bring two tables of guests to the June 22 gala.  Among his
invitees were: Ng Lap Seng, the source of much of his money; Pun Nun Ho, the wife of
Ng; Jude Kearney, a Deputy Assistant Secretary at the Department of Commerce; and
Anita Middleton, the mother of Trie associate Mark Middleton.67  Trie and his wife were
seated at the head table with the President, Vernon Jordan, and DNC Chairman David
Wilhelm.68  To be seated at the head table, according to David Mercer, Trie had to be
approved by both the DNC and the White House.69  According to Dan Dutko, a DNC
donor and fundraiser also seated at the head table, the Tries were “embarrassingly silent”
throughout the dinner, and did not seem to know anyone at the table.70  However, both
Trie and Ng did have their photographs taken with the President and First Lady at this
event.71

How Charlie Trie went from an obscure Arkansas restaurateur to a major DNC
donor and fundraiser raises a number of questions.  How was it possible for him to donate
over $100,000 without raising the slightest suspicion at the DNC at a time when the DNC
claims it was still vetting contributions?72  Trie was someone the President knew well.  Did
the President have any idea how Trie came into such great wealth?  The Committee will
not know all of the answers until someone in Charlie Trie’s inner circle stops taking the
Fifth and starts cooperating with the investigation.  However, there certainly were warning
signs regarding Trie.  It is clear that whatever signs were present, they were disregarded
by DNC fundraisers eager to bring in campaign funds.  What is more remarkable is that
warning signs regarding Trie continued to multiply.  Still, the DNC continued to demand
money from Trie, and the White House continued to make Trie its honored guest.

2. The August 2, 1994 Presidential Birthday Event

The next major DNC event attended by Trie after the June 22 gala was the August
2, 1994, Presidential Birthday fundraiser in Prince George’s County, Maryland.  Trie
contributed an additional $20,000 to attend this event.73  The source of this $20,000 was a

                                               
67 Facsimile from Charlie Trie/Jody Webb to David Mercer, June 21, 1994, DNC Document F0045837
(Exhibit 17).
68 Photograph of head table, June 22, 1994 (Exhibit 18).
69 Mercer Deposition I at 112.
70 Interview of Dan Dutko, August 19, 1998.
71 Photograph of Yah Lin Trie with President Clinton and Hillary Clinton, June 22, 1994 (Exhibit 19);
photograph of Ng Lap Seng with President Clinton and Hillary Clinton, June 22, 1994 (Exhibit 20).
72 McAuliffe Deposition at 80-82.  It was not until after the 1996 election that the DNC admitted that their
vetting of major contributors ended in May 1994.  Deposition of Jeffrey King, Senate Committee on
Governmental Affairs, June 26, 1997, at 24, 30.
73 DNC Check Tracking Form for Contribution of Yah Lin Trie, August 1, 1994, DNC Document
F0048754 (Exhibit 21).
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wire transfer of $100,000 from Ng Lap Seng’s Bank of China bank account in Macau.74

Ng Lap Seng came to the United States to attend this event.  On July 31, Ng entered the
U.S., bringing with him $42,000 in cash.75  On August 1, 1994, Ng and Trie entered the
White House to meet and have lunch with Mark Middleton.76  The following day, on
August 2, Trie and Ng went to the Presidential birthday fundraiser.  Although Ng did not
officially contribute any money to the event, and was in fact not legally eligible to
contribute, he is listed as an “Event Benefactor” in the event program.77  According to
internal DNC documents, “Event Benefactors” were required to either contribute $10,000
or raise $25,000 for the event.78

It is unknown why Ng was listed as an “Event Benefactor” when he was ineligible
to contribute, and according to FEC records, never directly contributed funds to the DNC
or raised funds for the DNC.  While it is clear that Ng was the source of many of Trie’s
DNC contributions, the DNC has claimed that it was not aware of this fact.  Nevertheless,
the fact that Ng was recognized as an “Event Benefactor” on a DNC program does raise
serious questions as to whether the DNC was aware of Ng’s role as the source of Trie’s
generous contributions to the DNC.

Trie’s contributions to the June and August events brought him far more than a
seat at the President’s table and two nights of contact with Democratic party donors.
Shortly after the August 2 event, Trie made at least five requests of the DNC:

(1) assistance in obtaining references for the apartment at the Watergate that he
was trying to obtain;
(2) a videotape of the Presidential Gala;
(3) an invitation to sit on the DNC Finance Board of Directors;
(4) participation in the Department of Commerce trade mission to China;
(5) some kind of assistance regarding the Nam Van Lakes real estate project in
Macau.79

David Mercer, who was tasked with maintenance of high-dollar donors, quickly
went to work on these tasks.  First, he prepared a letter of recommendation to the
Watergate for Trie, and had Susan Lavine of the DNC and Richard Mays prepare similar

                                               
74 See Wire Transfer of $100,000 from Bank of China Macau to First Commercial Bank (Exhibit 22).  See
also Report, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in
Connection with 1996 Federal Election Campaigns, at 2527.
75 Currency Transaction Report for Ng Lap Seng, July 31, 1994 (Exhibit 23).
76 WAVES records for Charlie Trie and Ng Lap Seng, August 1, 1994.
77 1994 Presidential Birthday Celebration program, August 2, 1994, DNC Document DNC 3390023
(Exhibit 24).
78 President Clinton’s Birthday Celebration Event Committee Requirements and Benefits, Ernest Green
Document 000640 (Exhibit 25).
79 Memorandum from David L. Mercer to Martha Shoffner, August 22, 1994, DNC Document DNC
1275756 (Exhibit 26).
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letters as well.80  Mercer also spoke with Terry McAuliffe, DNC Finance Chairman, and
had the invitation onto the Finance Board of Directors approved.81  Trie’s invitation onto
the Finance Board of Directors required him to raise or write a total of $250,000 in
contributions to the DNC over the coming year.82  Mercer also contacted Kathy Hoffman
at the Department of Commerce, to see if Trie could participate in any of the Department
of Commerce activities during the August-September 1994 trade mission to China.83

While Trie was not an official participant on the trade mission, Mercer does not recall
whether he was ultimately successful in having Trie invited to trade mission activities in
China.84  Finally, Mercer gathered information regarding a private business project that
Trie and Ng Lap Seng were pursuing in Macau, the Nam Van Lakes real estate project, as
a preliminary step to helping Trie find investors for the project.85  These actions by David
Mercer were only the first of many to assist Charlie Trie with his political and private
business dealings.

3. San Kin Yip’s $15,000 Contribution in October 20, 1994

On October 19, 1994, Ng Lap Seng entered the country on his way from Macau to
Washington, D.C.  Ng brought with him $25,000 in cash.86  On October 20, Trie and Ng
entered the White House for a 1:15 p.m. meeting with Mark Middleton.87  The same day,
Trie and Ng attended a fundraising dinner hosted by Vice President Gore.88  In connection
with this event, the DNC received a check for $15,000 drafted on the account of San Kin
Yip International Trading Co.89  San Kin Yip was an American trading company that
shared a name with a Macau company owned by Ng.  San Kin Yip had only been
incorporated 9 days earlier, and all of the funds used to make the contribution came from
Ng Lap Seng’s overseas bank account.90  However, to the extent that the DNC and
Charlie Trie have discussed this contribution publicly, they have attempted to make it
appear that Trie made the contribution, and that the DNC accepted it from Trie without
knowing the source of the money used to make the contribution.  Before he fled the

                                               
80 Letter from David L. Mercer to Board of Directors, Watergate South, August 18, 1994, DNC Document
DNC 0045405 (Exhibit 27); Letter from Richard Mays to Board of Directors, Watergate South, August
24, 1994, Watergate South Document 006168 (Exhibit 28); Letter from Susan E. Lavine to Board of
Directors, Watergate South, August 18, 1994, Watergate South Document 006165 (Exhibit 29).
81 Mercer Deposition I at 125.
82 Id. at 122.
83 Id. at 126.
84 Id. at 130.  See Doug Thompson, “Expatriate Opening Trade Route to China,” Arkansas Democrat-
Gazette, August 14, 1994, at 1G.  In this news interview, Trie mentions that he plans to host a dinner in
China for Secretary Brown.  Moreover, Trie’s American Express records indicate that he was in China in
late August 1994.
85 Mercer Deposition I at 133.
86 Currency Transaction Report for Ng Lap Seng, October 19, 1994 (Exhibit 30).
87 WAVES records for Yah Lin Trie and Ng Lap Seng, October 20, 1994.
88 Guest list for Business Leadership Forum Dinner with Vice President Gore, October 20, 1994, DNC
Document DNC 1619277-82.
89 DNC Check Tracking Form for Contribution of San Kin Yip International Trading Corporation,
October 20, 1994, DNC Document DNC 1552787 (Exhibit 31).
90 Investigative Group International Document, HS 012504.
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country in 1997, Trie told the Washington Post “[i]n this case, I think somebody made a
mistake.”91  Certain documents support this claim.  For example, the DNC check tracking
form was filled out by Richard Sullivan, and on that form, Sullivan listed himself as the
solicitor of the contribution.92  Sullivan also wrote that the contact for the San Kin Yip
contribution was Charlie Trie.93  In addition, after the San Kin Yip contribution was made,
David Wilhelm wrote a letter to Trie, thanking him for the San Kin Yip contribution and
participation in the DNC’s Business Leadership Forum (“BLF”).94

However, the Committee has located evidence which suggests that the facts
regarding the San Kin Yip contribution may not be what Trie and the DNC have claimed
them to be.  First, the signature on the San Kin Yip check is that of Ng Lap Seng, not
Charlie Trie.95  Second, DNC records indicate that the DNC knew that the check came
from Ng Lap Seng, not Charlie Trie.  A contribution list for the October 20 event credits
Ng with this contribution.96  Finally, DNC documents show that Trie was already a
member of the BLF before the October 20 event.  Therefore, Wilhelm’s October 25, 1994
letter to Trie was unnecessary, and was either mistaken, or was made with the purpose to
distract from the fact that the $15,000 contribution was from Ng Lap Seng, not Charlie
Trie.  The Committee has not received any explanation for why certain DNC records state
that the October 20 contribution came from Trie, and other records state that it came from
Ng.  However, the facts show that in fact, the money used to make this contribution came
from Ng, and that the check itself was signed by Ng.  If, as documents suggest, DNC
officials were aware that this contribution came from Ng Lap Seng, it raises important
questions about what knowledge DNC officials had regarding foreign sources of funds.

B. Trie’s Expanding Contacts with White House Intimates

As a result of his contributions to the DNC, Trie had expanded opportunities for
contact with high-level officials in the Administration.  Beginning with his contributions to
the DNC, Trie was a frequent guest of Special Assistant to the President Mark Middleton
at the White House, and he met frequently with Commerce Deputy Assistant Secretary
Jude Kearney and Presidential friend Ernie Green.  Trie was able to use these contacts to
advance his private business interests.  In return, Trie was called upon to expand his
relationship with the DNC.

                                               
91 Lena H. Sun, “DNC Donor Admits ‘Mistake’; Fundraiser’s Own Company Contributed Foreign-
Generated Money, Washington Post, December 7, 1996 at A11.
92 Exhibit 31.  It should be noted that in his deposition before the Senate Committee on Governmental
Affairs, Sullivan denied that he ever solicited contributions from Charlie Trie.  Deposition of Richard
Sullivan, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, June 4, 1997 (“Sullivan Senate Deposition”), at
103.  This DNC check tracking form contradicts Sullivan’s sworn statement before the Senate.
93 Exhibit 31.
94 Letter from David Wilhelm to Charlie Trie, October 25, 1994, DNC Document F 0010778.
95 While the signature is in Chinese, it is the same as another signature identified as that of Ng Lap Seng.
Compare Letter from Ng Lap Seng to Mayor Richard Riordan, September 28, 1994, Maria Mapili
Document 009104 (Exhibit 32) with Exhibit 31 (showing identical signature is that of Ng Lap Seng).
96 Contributions for Gore Dinner, October 20, 1994, DNC Document DNC 1619290 (Exhibit 33).
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1. Mark Middleton

It is currently unknown how Charlie Trie met Mark Middleton.  However, the two
had extensive contact both during Middleton’s tenure in the White House, and after
Middleton moved to the private sector in February 1995.  While Middleton was at the
White House, Trie visited him 13 times, beginning in May 1994.97  In addition, Trie
brought his benefactor Ng Lap Seng with him to a number of these meetings.  Ng visited
Middleton at the White House six times before Middleton’s departure.98  Since both Trie
and Middleton have invoked their Fifth Amendment rights, and Ng has refused to
cooperate, we do not know what was discussed at these meetings.

Currency Transaction Reports show that Ng imported large amounts of cash into
the United States shortly before each of his meetings with Trie and Middleton.  As
described earlier, Ng brought over $200,000 into the United States prior to his meetings
with Middleton on June 22, 1994 and August 1, 1994.  However, Ng also brought
$12,000 into the country one day before a February 16, 1995 meeting with Trie and
Middleton in the White House.99  Ng continued his importation of cash in 1996, and
brought $19,000 into the country on February 18, 1996, one day before Ng visited the
White House, and attended a major DNC fundraiser in Washington, D.C.100  Finally, Ng’s
last major importation of cash into the United States occurred on August 17, 1996, when
he brought $70,000 into the U.S., one day before he attended the President’s birthday
fundraiser in New York City.101

Middleton and Trie continued to share a close relationship after Middleton left the
White House in February 1995.  After a brief stint with International Realty Investors,
Middleton opened an international consulting firm called Commerce Corp. International.
Trie was a frequent visitor at Middleton’s offices, and an occasional traveler with
Middleton to Asia.  As described below, Middleton and Trie worked together on a number
of business projects, and had financial links with one another.

2. Jude Kearney

Trie met Jude Kearney, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Service Industries and
Finance at the Commerce Department, in China in 1993.  While Kearney has testified
before the Committee, his recollection on all subjects relating to Trie was extremely poor.
Kearney suggests that Trie merely called him and introduced himself as an American
businessman who did business in China, and who wanted to meet him.102  Kearney claimed
that it was part of his job to meet individuals such as Trie, and he gladly did so.  After

                                               
97 WAVES records of Yah Lin Trie.
98 WAVES records of Ng Lap Seng.
99 Currency Transaction Report for Ng Lap Seng, February 15, 1995 (Exhibit 34).
100 Currency Transaction Report for Ng Lap Seng, February 18, 1996 (Exhibit 35).
101 Currency Transaction Report for Ng Lap Seng, August 17, 1996 (Exhibit 36).
102 Deposition of Jude Kearney, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, February 16,
1998 (“Kearney Deposition”), at 14-15 .
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Trie’s call to Kearney, the two met in a hotel in Beijing while Kearney was touring China
as part of his duties as a Deputy Assistant Secretary in the Department of Commerce.
Kearney describes the meeting as a brief “get-acquainted” meeting in the lobby of
Kearney’s hotel in Beijing.103  However, Kearney later wrote a letter to Trie thanking him
for his “red carpet treatment” during Kearney’s trip.104  Kearney also wrote that it was
“very helpful to have someone around who knew the ropes – especially a fellow
Arkansan.”105  Kearney’s letter appears to be inconsistent with his account of his meeting
with Trie as being a “get-acquainted” meeting.

Nevertheless, Trie’s cold call to Kearney appears to have started a close
relationship between 1993 and the end of 1996.  Kearney met with Trie a number of times
between January 1993 and late 1994 and Kearney attended social events at Trie’s
Watergate apartment.  Kearney also made an official request that Trie be included in the
events held in connection with the Department of Commerce trade mission to China in
August and September of 1994.106  Kearney stated in his testimony that Trie expressed an
interest in participating in the Secretary’s trade mission in some way, and Kearney passed
that request on to the responsible officials at the Department of Commerce, Melissa Moss
and James Hackney.107  Kearney denied that he was doing Trie any special favor, and
indicated that he would pass on similar requests made by anyone.108  Documents received
by the Committee indicate that Trie made this same request of the DNC at the same time
as Kearney made this request.109  However, Kearney denied that he ever discussed Trie’s
request with David Mercer or any other DNC official.110  Kearney also denied ever
discussing political contributions with Trie.  Trie did however, submit documents to
Kearney indicating that he was a large donor to the DNC.111

In addition to meeting with Trie and recommending him as a host for an event on
the Department of Commerce trade mission to China, Kearney helped Trie in a number of
other ways.  First, he introduced him to a number of private business contacts.  It appears
that Kearney introduced Trie to: Elvin Moon, a construction contractor; Bill Sudow, a
private lawyer in Washington, D.C.; Ernie Green, a DNC Managing Trustee and friend of
Bill Clinton; and Lauri Fitz-Pegado, a high-ranking official in the Commerce
Department.112  Kearney claims that his numerous introductions of Trie to other private
businessmen was merely part of his job, trying to promote U.S. exports.  However, it is
unclear why Mr. Kearney devoted so much time trying to promote the private business

                                               
103 Id. at 19.
104 Letter from Jude Kearney to Yah Lin Trie, October 1, 1993, Department of Commerce Document
01BA0469 (Exhibit 37).
105 Id.
106 Memorandum from Jude Kearney to Jim Hackney and Melissa Moss, August 10, 1994, Department of
Commerce Document 01BA0470 (Exhibit 38).
107 Kearney Deposition at 39-40.
108 Id. at 39-40.
109 See Exhibit 26.
110 Kearney Deposition at 40-41.
111 Exhibit 38 at 3.
112 Kearney Deposition at 33, 48, 87, 53.
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interests of Charlie Trie, a person who, by all accounts, was a failure at every enterprise he
attempted.  In fact, Kearney himself admitted that he had no idea what Trie did for a
living, and knew of no successful venture in which Trie was involved.113  Nevertheless, he
had at least 10 meetings with Trie between 1994 and 1996, and introduced him to a
number of high-level contacts in the public and private sectors.

3. Ernie Green

Among the individuals Trie met as a result of his DNC support was Ernest G.
Green.  Green is a Managing Partner at Lehman Brothers Washington, D.C., office, and is
a close friend of President Clinton.  Trie was introduced to Green by Jude Kearney, who
thought that Green might be able to assist Trie with the financing for the Nam Van Lakes
real estate project in Macau, which was owned by Ng Lap Seng, and which was being
promoted by Trie.  However the testimony of the persons involved differ greatly on the
details of the introduction of Green to Trie.  Green states that Kearney introduced him to
Trie, and set up a meal where Trie, Green, Kearney, David Mercer, and Ng Lap Seng
were in attendance.114  Kearney and Mercer, however, deny attending any introductory
meeting between Green and Trie.115  Beginning with the Nam Van Lakes project discussed
at the 1994 breakfast, Green and Trie would develop a close relationship involving travel,
business, and political fundraising.

III. TRIE’S 1995 ACTIVITIES

The year started with Trie taking on a role reserved for only the top echelon of the
DNC.  Trie became a member of the prestigious DNC Finance Board of Directors, joining
such other DNC powerhouses as Paul Montrone, CEO of Fisher Scientific, Edgar
Bronfman, President of Seagram Brothers, and Fred Siegel of the Beacon Companies.116

As a member of the Finance Board of Directors, Trie obligated himself to raise $250,000
for the DNC, even though at the time, he could not even pay his credit card bills.117

Although Trie earned this post through his largess in 1994, his contributions and
solicitations to the DNC decreased in 1995.  Trie now began to cash in on political favors
and pursue business ventures with friends he made through the DNC.

In 1995, Mark Middleton and Ernie Green emerged as Trie’s principal political and
business confidants.  Trie toured Asia with Green and Middleton, and introduced them to
powerful business and political figures in an effort to promote their business interests in
Asia.  In return, Green and Middleton acted as Trie’s Washington liaison.  Both met
                                               
113 Id. at 111-112.
114 Deposition of Ernest G. Green, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, December
17, 1997 (“Green Deposition I”) at 47-48 .
115 See Deposition of David L. Mercer, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, August
26, 1997, (“Mercer Deposition II”) at 11-12; Kearney Deposition at 49.
116 Memorandum from David Mercer to Jason McIntosh, August 31, 1994, DNC Document DNC
3423804.
117 Charlie Trie’s American Express account was delinquent from October 1994 to February 1995.  See
American Express account records for Yah Lin Trie.
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frequently with Trie, made introductions for Trie, and accompanied Trie to political
events.

Also in 1995, Trie began to take full advantage of his status as a friend of Bill
Clinton and major DNC supporter.  Trie visited the White House frequently,
approximately 15 times in 1995 alone.118  Some of these visits were for large events, but
others were for private meetings with Mark Middleton.  Trie’s relationship with the
President and his staff was apparent in other ways as well.  Trie gave Nancy Hernreich,
the Director of Oval Office Operations and one of the President’s closest aides, a pearl
necklace for Christmas.119  Trie also received access to the President’s box at the Kennedy
Center.120  Finally, Trie was able to call upon his status with the DNC to receive special
White House tours for family and friends.121

A. Trie’s Spring 1995 Trip to Asia

By 1995, Trie’s business activities were expanding in Asia and the United States.
Trie’s main company was Daihatsu International Trading, which he operated out of his
Watergate apartment.  Trie also operated San Kin Yip International, which had offices in
Washington, D.C. and Little Rock, and was affiliated with an Asian conglomerate of the
same name operated by Ng Lap Seng in Macau.  In February 1995, Trie’s stature in Asia
was enhanced when Ng Lap Seng and his friend and business associate, William Peh,
named Trie as a Director of Peh’s business, Consolidated Trust Company.122  Peh has
asserted that he and Ng added Trie to Consolidated Trust’s leadership because they
believed his extensive connections on the China mainland would help them penetrate that
market.123  In addition, Trie’s U.S. ties were helpful to the company.  On a CTC corporate
fact sheet, Trie was listed as an “Advisor to President Clinton.”124  Trie brought many
friends through the offices of Consolidated Trust, but no business opportunities
developed.125  Around the same time, Peh moved his business into Ng’s office building in
Hong Kong.126

Just several weeks after Mark Middleton left his White House job in February
1995, Trie, Mark Middleton and his brother Larry Middleton traveled to Asia.  In a three
                                               
118 WAVES Records of Yah Lin Trie.
119 Hernreich was prevented from accepting the necklace by White House ethics rules.  Letter from Nancy
Hernreich to Charlie Trie, February 6, 1995, White House Document EOP 000882 (Exhibit 39).
120 Memorandum from Eric Sildon to Debi Schiff and Donald Dunn, September 15, 1995, DNC
Document DNC 1604112 (Exhibit 40).
121 Memorandum from Shawn Covell to Susan Lavine, May 19, 1995, DNC Document F0011404
(requesting tour for Wang Mei Trie, Ng Lap Seng, Pun Nun Ho, Priscilla Wong, and Kathy Chiu)
(Exhibit 41); Memorandum from Keshi Zhan to Susan Lavine, June 13, 1995, DNC Document F0011401
(requesting tour for Keshi Zhan, Fan Zhan, Ying-Qun Ma, Chao-Chen Wang, Ying-Xian Shi, Xiao-Peng
Yu, and You-Xuan Liu) (Exhibit 42).
122 Interview of William Peh Kong Wan, August 24, 1998 (“Peh Interview”).
123 Id.
124 Johnson Interview at 2.
125 Peh Interview.
126 Johnson Interview at 1.
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week period, Trie and Middleton visited China, Hong Kong, Taiwan, Macau, Jakarta, and
Brunei.127  While in Hong Kong, Middleton visited Consolidated Trust Company, and told
Peh and other CTC employees of his close relationship with the President and the fact that
he had just left the White House to begin his own company.128  But in fact, Middleton had
not quite severed all of his White House ties because as late as October 1996, more than
18 months after he left the White House, he still had a White House telephone number129

and he was passing out his White House business cards in Asia.130  In addition, a message
on the White House voice mail system was left saying: “[t]hank you for calling the White
House.  To reach Mack McLarty, please dial (202) 456-2000.  To reach Mark Middleton,
please dial (202) 737-9305. . . . Again, thank you for calling the White House.”131  The
number left by Middleton was the number for his company, Commerce Corp.
International.  Yusuf Khapra, Middleton’s former assistant, claimed that he put the
message on the White House voicemail when Middleton left the White House.

Middleton was looking for business opportunities in Asia and he was particularly
interested in real estate projects.132  One of the projects that Trie introduced him to was
the Nam Van Lakes project in Macau.  This project was co-owned by Ng Lap Seng and
Macau’s Ho brothers, and Trie had heavily promoted the project to others, including Ernie
Green, David Mercer, and Jude Kearney.  Middleton expressed interest in Nam Van
Lakes, and mentioned that he might be able to secure funding for the project from the so-
called “Green Fund,” an investment fund managed by Steven Green, Middleton’s boss at
International Realty Investors.133  The Green fund was intended to raise funds for projects
in newly democratized countries.  It was unlikely that a project in Macau would qualify for
funding from the Green Fund, since Macau was not “newly democratized,” and in fact,
was coming under the control of the People’s Republic of China in the near future.134

However, according to one witness who was present during meetings with Middleton in

                                               
127 Facsimile from Jennifer Russell to Hsiao-I Zhou, March 17, 1995, Maria Mapili Document 009236
(Exhibit 43) (Translation by Frank Lee).
128 Johnson Interview at 3.
129 Memorandum from Jennifer Russell to Mark Jimenez, June 6, 1995, Maria Mapili Document 008000
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Asia, Middleton told Ng and Peh that he would take care of it and make sure Macau
qualified for funding.135

B. Trie’s Fundraising in 1995

Trie’s fundraising activities continued in 1995, even though his own personal
contributions decreased.  Trie’s first major event of the year was a DNC Finance Board
dinner at the White House with the President and First Lady on February 16, 1995.136

This was a small dinner for the highest level donors and fundraisers in the DNC.  Trie and
Ng Lap Seng attended, accompanied by Ernest Green, and Trie was accorded the special
honor of sitting at the First Lady’s table.137  Trie continued attending high-level events like
this throughout the year.

In May 1995, Trie found another vehicle to increase his political standing with the
founding of the Congressional Asian Pacific American Caucus Institute (“CAPACI”).
Trie became a CAPACI board member and contributed $25,000.138  President Clinton
spoke at CAPACI’s inaugural gala on May 18, 1995.  Trie attended CAPACI’s inaugural,
and brought a number of Asian business associates as guests, including Ng Lap Seng, his
wife, Pun Nun Ho, Priscilla Wong and Kathy Chio.  While these individuals were in
Washington, Trie arranged a number of other events to demonstrate his political
connections:  an Asian Pacific American breakfast meeting with Commerce Secretary Ron
Brown in which John Huang gave a briefing;139 lunch at the White House mess set up by
the First Lady’s office;140 and a White House tour.141  Mark Middleton initially requested
that Trie and his guests be included in the President’s Radio Address as well, but later
dropped his request, because the same group had already met with the President at the
CAPACI event.142

In July of 1995, Trie hired Antonio Pan to assist him in his various enterprises.
Pan was a longtime employee of the Lippo Group in Hong Kong and in Arkansas.  As a
Lippo employee, Pan had a number of contacts with Presidential friend Joe Giroir.  In fact,

                                               
135 Id. at 4.  George Johnson is a former employee of William Peh at the Consolidated Trust Corporation.
In this capacity, he met Charlie Trie and Mark Middleton during their visits to Asia.  Johnson is one of
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investigators.
136 Memorandum from White House Social Office, February 16, 1995, White House Document EOP
002306 (Exhibit 46).  Customs Service documents also show Ng Lap Seng entered the country on
February 15, 1995, and declared that he was bringing $12,000 in cash into the U.S.  Mark Middleton also
attended the February 15th dinner.
137 Memorandum from Terry McAuliffe, Laura Hartigan, and Ari Swiller to Harold Ickes, February 15,
1995, White House Document EOP 043683 (Exhibit 47).
138 Daihatsu International Trading Corp. check for $25,000, April 21, 1995.
139 Department of Commerce briefing papers for Secretary Ron Brown for breakfast meeting with Asian
Pacific American business leaders, May 18, 1995, 01CD0217 (Exhibit 48).
140 Letter from Mark Middleton to Kelly Crawford, May 18, 1995 (Exhibit 49).
141 Memorandum from Shawn Covell to Susan Lavine , May 19, 1995 (Exhibit 50).
142 Letter from Mark Middleton to Kelly Crawford, May 19, 1995 (Exhibit 51).
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when he departed Lippo to work for Trie, Pan wrote a brief note to Giroir letting him
know:

A longtime friend of mine invited me to provide my service to his
company’s investment in the Asian region.  After I obtained my current
superior’s understand [sic] and concurrence, I will resign my current
position of Senior Vice President of marketing from this company.  Please
continue to extend your support to Lippo Group . . . . 143

While Pan stated that he was coming to help Trie with his investment activities, it is not
clear what substantive business activities, if any, Pan was involved in.  Throughout 1995
and 1996, Pan was most prominently involved in orchestrating complex schemes to funnel
illegal contributions to the DNC.  As described below, in these schemes, Pan was often a
key participant, personally delivering large amounts of cash to various straw donors.

C. Trie’s Summer 1995 Trip to Asia

1. Travel with Mark Middleton

In July 1995, Trie accompanied Mark Middleton on another trip to Asia.  During
this trip, Middleton met with Liu Tai-ying, the chief financial manager of Taiwan’s ruling
Kuomintang party.  It has been reported during this meeting that Liu offered the DNC a
campaign contribution of $15 million after Middleton explained his White House
connections.144  Both Middleton and Liu have denied this report.145  While no
contributions from Liu have been traced to the DNC to date, Liu did develop a
relationship with Middleton and Trie.  On September 21, 1995, Middleton and Trie
escorted Liu to a fundraiser in San Francisco where Liu met President Clinton and Vice
President Gore.146  It is currently unclear how Trie and Middleton got Liu into the event.
To date, there is no record of Liu making a contribution, direct or indirect.

2. Travel with Ernie Green

On August 2, 1995, the last day of meetings scheduled for Middleton in Taiwan,
Ernie Green arrived in Taiwan.147  Green came to Asia at the invitation and expense of

                                               
143 Letter from Antonio Pan to Joe Giroir, July 18, 1995, Arkansas International Development
Corporation Document AIDC 001094 (Exhibit 52).
144 Sara Fritz and Rone Tempest, “Ex-Clinton Aide Arranged for Taiwan Connection,” Los Angeles
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145 Michael Weisskopf and Keith B. Richburg, “Taiwan, in Courting U.S. Officials, Reflects Yearning for
Recognition,” Washington Post, November 12, 1996 at A6.
146 Id.  See also photograph of President Clinton, Vice President Gore, Yah Lin Trie and Liu Tai-ying,
September 21, 1995 (Exhibit 53).
147 Passport of Ernest G. Green, Green Document 027124.
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Charlie Trie and Ng Lap Seng.148  Green claims that he had been introduced to the Nam
Van Lakes project almost eight months earlier by Trie, and came to Asia to inspect the
property to see if he could recommend it to his employer, Lehman Brothers, for
financing.149  While on this trip, Green made a number of detours to pursue personal
business interests.  Green says that he started his trip in Taiwan, where he met with
Taiwanese businessmen to pursue financial backing for a private telecommunications
project that he was heading.150

Green then traveled to Hong Kong and Macau to meet with Ng Lap Seng and
inspect the Nam Van Lakes project.  To this point, Green claims he had hesitated to lend
his support to the project because Trie and Ng had not provided enough detailed
information about it.151  In order to gain more information about the project, Green first
visited Lehman Brothers’ Hong Kong office to speak with Barry Gold, a Lehman
executive who handled infrastructure projects in Asia.152  According to Green, they
discussed the real estate market and development in Macau and the impact of Hong
Kong’s impending transition to Chinese rule.153  Gold has no recollection of this meeting,
and states that he only saw Green once in Asia, during Green’s second trip to Asia in
October 1995.154  In addition, Gold said Lehman Brothers would not have any interest in
Nam Van Lakes because it did not participate in real estate projects.155  Gold’s statements
are clearly at odds with Green’s testimony.

At the end of Green’s trip to Asia, Trie raised with Green the possibility of
pursuing a new business venture with him to manufacture and sell self-inflating novelty
balloons.156  Green was soon intrigued by this idea, and by the following year, had gone
into business with Trie to sell these balloons.

Green contends that his contacts with Trie never brought him into contact with
another Trie associate, Mark Middleton.  For example, even though Middleton was also in
Taiwan on August 2 and part of Middleton’s trip concerned the Nam Van Lakes project in
Macau, Green claims that he never saw Middleton in Taiwan, was unaware of Middleton’s
involvement with the Nam Van Lakes project, and claims he did not know of any business
dealings between Middleton and Trie.157  However, both Green and Middleton sent letters
to Ng Lap Seng expressing their interest in pursuing the Nam Van Lakes project.158  These

                                               
148 Green Deposition I at 63.
149 Id. at 63.
150 Id. at 73.
151 Id. at 102.
152 Id. at  97-98.
153 Id. at 98.
154 Interview of Barry Gold, March 26, 1998, (“Gold Interview”) at 1.
155 Gold Interview at 2.
156 Green Deposition I at 106.
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1997 (“Green Senate Deposition”), at 206-10.
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letters are practically identical, and suggest that Green and Middleton may have had
knowledge of the other’s activities involving Nam Van Lakes.  Green denies that he had
any contact with Middleton while in Taiwan, but it should be noted that Trie was hosting
them both at the same time.159

When Green and Trie returned from Asia, it appears that Green began to help Trie.
Traveling with the First Lady to Beijing for the Fourth World Conference on Women in
September 1995 would allow Trie to showcase his connections to colleagues and potential
business partners in that region of the world.  Green launched the lobbying effort to put
Trie on this trip on August 29 by calling Melanne Verveer in the First Lady’s office,
saying he was calling at Alexis Herman’s suggestion, about “trip to China and supporter
from Arkansas, Charlie Tree [sic].”160  Green claims he has no recollection of this effort to
help Trie.161  That same day, less than three hours later, Trie himself called Verveer and
left a message stating: “spoke with HRC in Little Rock about going to Beijing wants to
know if he can go with her.”162  Two days later, Trie had already left for China, and David
Mercer of the DNC called Janice Enright at the White House and left a message stating
“Charlie Trie left for Beijing, hadn’t heard from HI [Harold Ickes] or FLOTUS [First
Lady].”  On this same, slip, there is another message stating “Ernie Green already
contacted and he’s happy!!”163  Despite the existence of these documents, Green denies
that he made any effort to have Trie included in the Beijing Women’s conference.164

In his quest to be included in the Beijing Women’s Conference, Trie also enlisted
the aid of Jude Kearney.  Kearney, asked that Trie and one other individual be included in
the private sector events at the Conference.165  Kearney acknowledged trying to help Trie
be included in the Women’s Conference, but testified that he was “trying to support the
businesspeople whom we came to know in foreign markets and who were very involved in
our initiatives; and Mr. Trie and Mr. Soo fit that description.”166  Documents received by
the Committee show Trie returning to the U.S. from Asia five days after the Conference
on Women began.167  The Committee has been unable to determine if Trie participated in
any events connected with the Conference.

D. Trie’s Fall 1995 Travel to Asia
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1. Travel with Mark Middleton

In the fall of 1995, Mark Middleton and Charlie Trie returned to Asia.  At one
point during this trip, Middleton took a suite at the Hong Kong Grand Hyatt, where, in the
words of a witness who was there, Middleton “held court.”168  This witness, who worked
with William Peh at Consolidated Trust Company, stated that Middleton had eight to ten
businessmen and government officials from mainland China in his suite, all of whom were
waiting to meet with Middleton.169  Middleton was holding private meetings in a bedroom
adjoining the suite.170  This witness also recalls that Trie and Ng were present during this
episode.171  It is not known what Middleton was discussing with these visitors, but the
episode provides a glimpse of the type of business that Middleton may have been pursuing
with Chinese entities with the assistance of Trie and Ng.

2. Travel with Ernie Green

In October 1995, Green returned to Asia, again at the expense of Ng Lap Seng.172

Green’s second trip to Asia was a mix of business and a dinner with Commerce Secretary
Ron Brown in Hong Kong.  Green acknowledges that again he met with Ng regarding
Nam Van Lakes, but still claims that he had not received the necessary information
regarding the project.173  However, Green did develop an acute interest in Trie’s pop-up
balloon scheme.  He visited the balloon manufacturer’s Taiwan offices and the balloon
factory in the People’s Republic of China.174  After this tour, Green decided to begin
investment in this project, and to then start a business with Trie to market the balloons.175

3. October 18, 1995 Dinner at the Shangri-La Hotel

After Green’s tours of the PRC and Taiwan, he returned to Hong Kong for the
purpose of attending a dinner for Commerce Secretary Ron Brown.  The dinner was held
on October 18, 1995, at Hong Kong’s Shangri-La Hotel, and is surrounded by
controversy.  The Committee has received contradictory testimony with respect to who
organized the dinner, and what transpired at the dinner.  Regardless of who actually
planned the dinner, it is clear that there were four major personalities involved in the
dinner: Ron Brown; Ernie Green; Charlie Trie; and Antonio Pan.  At the very minimum,
the dinner represented an unusual private event where the Secretary of Commerce was
introduced to a number of foreign business leaders.

                                               
168 Johnson Interview at 4.
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Ernie Green testified that the Shangri-La dinner was organized by Trie and Ng Lap
Seng, and he was merely invited to the dinner by Trie.176  Yet again, Green’s sworn
testimony is contradicted by other witnesses.  Melinda Yee, who attended the event with
Secretary Brown, testified before the Senate that Green hosted the event:

Question:  Who did host that reception, do you know?

Yee:  As you said, Ernest Green.

***

Question:  Do you recall the substance of your conversation [with Green at
the reception]?

Yee:  No.  Just thanked him for hosting the Secretary.

Question:  Do you know why he hosted this reception?

Yee:  He had just proposed hosting – he was with Lehman, Lehman
Brothers, I believe. . . And they had a lot of business in Hong Kong and
just suggested that it would be a nice thing to do if they could host a
reception for the Secretary.  So we thanked him.  I thanked him for that.177

Yee’s testimony regarding the event is confirmed by David Rothkopf, Acting
Undersecretary for International Trade.  Rothkopf testified that Green hosted the event,
and also testified that he tried to prevent Brown from attending the event because of the
appearance of impropriety that it created:

Question:  Did you have any substantive dealing with him [Ernie Green]?

Rothkopf:  I didn’t have any substantive dealings with him.  I recall an
incident where there was some discussion about the Secretary in October
of ’95 going to a dinner party in Hong Kong on a trip that we were taking
to China.  Again, in one of those trip-planning meetings, somebody on the
Secretary’s behalf . . . said the Secretary has been invited to a dinner with
Ernie Green in Hong Kong.  And I looked – or Ginger Lew said something
or I looked at Ginger Lew, but I remember that there was an interaction
between me and her, and Ginger was kind of like he shouldn’t do that.
And I was like he shouldn’t do that because this was a friend of the
Secretary.  Again, there was all the scrutiny, and the thought was, you
know, the Secretary should not be lending his office to Lehman Brothers if
Lehman Brothers is doing some dinner.

                                               
176 Id. at 152.
177 Deposition of Melinda C. Yee, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, May 9, 1997, at 112, 114.
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***

Rothkopf:  . . . But, so the dinner was taken off the schedule for the trip,
and I believe it was kept off the schedule because I remember going up in
the elevator at the hotel in Hong Kong –

Question:  This is during the trip?

Rothkopf:  During the trip.  And the Secretary turned to Bill Morton, who
was the Deputy for Economic Development, sort of handled, coordinated
the logistics of these trips.  The Secretary said to Bill, I’ll see you in 15
minutes.  And I said – the Secretary got off, and I said, what are you
doing?  It says here, you know, rest of night in the hotel on the schedule.
And he says, oh, the Secretary’s going to do something personal.  And it
later turned out that it was the – he just kept the Ernie Green – you know,
they just did this dinner, and then it turned out it was something with a
bunch of these other characters also.  But it was something that was
consciously taken off the Secretary’s schedule.

***

Question:  Were you disappointed to learn that?

Rothkopf:  Disappointed?  I was frustrated.  You know, I mean, it’s
frustrating when you’re trying to do something and help somebody to go in
a certain direction and they ignore your advice.178

The “other characters” at the dinner referenced by Rothkopf included Charlie Trie,
Ng Lap Seng, and Antonio Pan, who clearly had a role in organizing the dinner, based
both on the fact that Trie spoke at the dinner, and that all three were prominently placed at
the front of the greeting line for Secretary Brown and Ernie Green.179  Other guests at the
dinner were a sampling of the business elite from Hong Kong, Macau, and the PRC.
Green claims that most of the individuals who attended the event were invited to it by
either Trie or Ng.180  Attendees at the meal included Eric and Patricia Hotung, Wang Jun
of CITIC, Wong Xu, William Peh, Priscilla Wong, Yan Sheng Pan,  Jie Liu, Trie, Ng,
Antonio Pan, and representatives of Hong Kong and Macau tycoons Stanley Ho and Li-
Ka-shing.181
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The dinner began with speeches by Brown, Trie, and Green.182  After that,
Secretary Brown and Green were introduced to a number of guests, including Wang
Jun.183  According to one press account of the dinner, Trie and Pan then solicited a
number of the guests to contribute to the DNC.184  In addition, Green reportedly told
guests at the dinner not to exchange business cards and to keep the event quiet.185  Green
has denied this allegation.186  Eric and Patricia Hotung, whose $100,000 contribution to
the DNC was questioned because of a possible link to a meeting with the National
Security Council, also contributed $99,980 on two starter checks just eight days prior to
the Shangri-La dinner.187  Other guests, including Ng Lap Seng, William Peh, Yan Sheng
Pan, Jie Liu, Wang Jun, and Priscilla Wong, attended DNC fundraising events with Trie
just months after this event.  None were eligible to contribute to the DNC, and according
to FEC records, none has directly contributed to the DNC.  However, the Committee is
investigating whether there is any connection between the appearance of these individuals
at the Shangri-La dinner in October 1995 and their appearance at DNC fundraising events
later in November 1995 and February 1996.  The Committee’s efforts to investigate this
event, like many others, has been hampered by a lack of cooperation in obtaining visas for
foreign travel by investigators as well as the many witnesses who have asserted their Fifth
Amendment privileges.

Trie and Green also pursued private business dealings at the Shangri-La dinner.
First, Trie continued his efforts to entice Green and Lehman Brothers into involvement in
the Nam Van Lakes real estate project.  Trie, Ng, and Peh discussed the project with
Green, as well as Green’s Lehman associate, Barry Gold, who attended the dinner.188  In
addition, Green continued his personal efforts to attract foreign investors to a PCS project
that he was pursuing.189  Reportedly, Green discussed these efforts with Eric Hotung, but
never was able to obtain Mr. Hotung’s support.190

E. “The Trie Team” - The November 1995 Car Barn Fundraiser

On November 8, 1995, the DNC held its top-level African-American fundraiser at
the Car Barn in Washington, D.C.  The main fundraisers working on this event were Ernie
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Green and Richard Mays.191  The main DNC staffer working on the event was David
Mercer.192  Charlie Trie became involved in this fundraiser, raised money for it, and
attended the event with a number of guests.  DNC documents relating to the event
indicate that Trie committed to raising $100,000 for the Car Barn event, a substantial
portion of the $500,000 the event was intended to raise overall.193  The only funds that the
Committee has found that Trie raised for the event, though, is $15,000 contributed by the
CHY Corporation and Celia Chau.  It is possible that Trie raised more money for the
event, but the DNC has not provided any further check tracking forms crediting Trie for
contributions made to this event.

Trie came to this event with a number of Asian guests, described by David Mercer
as a “boatload” of visitors.194  None of these individuals appear on DNC guest lists for the
event.195  Nevertheless, it appears that the DNC was prepared for their arrival, and had
nametags printed for them.196   Trie and his guests attended a special private reception for
the largest donors to the Car Barn event.  A videotape belatedly produced by the White
House Communications Agency records the President’s introduction to Trie’s group.
First the President greeted Trie, saying “Hey Charlie, how are you doing.”197  Then Trie
introduced the President to Dr. Chun Hua Yeh, a Taiwanese businessman, and Jiongzhang
Tang.198  Then, Ernie Green introduced the President to Ng Lap Seng.199  Green noted
that Ng hosted a reception for Secretary Brown in Hong Kong, and that he had been “very
helpful.”200  Green also informed the President that Ng owned a golf course in Macau, and
that the President should use it when he is in Macau.201

Later, the President posed for photographs with Trie’s group.  The photographs
were being taken by the event photographer, but also by Ernie Green’s wife, Phyllis, and
by Richard Mays.202  After several pictures were taken, Secretary Brown approached the
group, and said “look at the crowd you’re with!”203  He then joined the group for
photographs with the President.  While the photographs were being taken, Brown told the
President that “big business helps us everywhere.”204  As the group was breaking up,

                                               
191 Green Deposition I at 165.
192 Mercer Deposition II at 24.
193 Facsimile from David Mercer to Ernest Green, November 7, 1995, Ernest Green Document 000141
(Exhibit 72).
194 Mercer Deposition II at 25.  Mercer estimated that Trie brought 10-12 guests.  Green  remembered that
Trie brought guests, but could not say how many.  Green Deposition I at 166-67.
195 See, e.g., Memorandum Regarding DNC African-American Leadership Forum Luncheon, November
8, 1995, White House Document EOP 058076; Attendee List, November 8, 1995, DNC Document DNC
1181591.
196 See Photographs of DNC Luncheon, November 8, 1995 (Exhibits 73-75).
197 White House Communications Agency videotape number 52, November 1995.
198 Id.
199 Id.
200 Id.
201 Id.
202 Id.
203 Id.
204 Id.



29

Brown informed the President that “this is part of the Trie Team.”205  The President
answered “yes.”206  After the photographs were taken, Green, Mays, Brown, and the
President formed a huddle and exchanged words for several moments.  Neither Green nor
Mays recalled what was discussed, but both deny that Trie or his associates were
discussed.207

The remarks made by Green, the President, and Ron Brown at the Car Barn event
remain cryptic.  Green and Mays both denied that they ever heard the term “Trie Team,”
other than this one time.  Secretary Brown’s comments indicate that he was familiar with
Trie and his associates.  At least two members of the “Trie Team,” Ng Lap Seng and Yan
Sheng Pan, had attended the Shangri-La event with Brown.  Brown also indicated no
surprise at seeing these foreign businessmen at an event for DNC donors.  Green and
Mays also denied knowing what Secretary Brown meant by his comment that “big
business helps us everywhere.”  Despite the lack of helpful testimony from individuals
familiar with this event, the tape of the Car Barn event raises a number of question
regarding the relationship between Trie, Ng, Ron Brown, Ernie Green, Richard Mays, and
the President.

IV. TRIE’S APPOINTMENT TO THE BINGAMAN COMMISSION

One of the most significant examples of Trie’s access to the power of the White
House is his appointment to the Commission on United States-Pacific Trade and
Investment Policy, an elite commission formed by the President in 1996.  The story of
Trie’s appointment though, demonstrates the lengths to which the Clinton Administration
was willing to go to reward contributors to the DNC.  In this case, the Administration
appointed Trie to an expert trade panel despite the fact that he lacked any qualifications to
serve.  Administration officials appointed Trie even though one person involved in the
appointment process, Senate aide Steve Clemons, objected repeatedly and vociferously to
Trie’s appointment, on behalf of Democratic Senator Jeff Bingaman of New Mexico.
These objections were met with the response that Trie was a “must appointment” from
“the highest levels of the White House.”208

A. The Appointment Process

On June 21, 1995, President Clinton signed Executive Order 12964 establishing
the Commission on United States-Pacific Trade and Investment Policy.209  The purpose of
the Commission was to study trade between the United States and Asian countries, and to
recommend ways to improve access of American companies to those markets.  The
Commission was commonly referred to as the Bingaman Commission, in honor of Senator
Jeff Bingaman of New Mexico.  During the negotiations between the Senate and White
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House regarding the vote on GATT, Senator Bingaman told the President that he would
vote in favor of GATT if the President established such a trade commission.210

Accordingly, Senator Bingaman and his staff had a great deal of input in the formation of
the Commission.

When Executive Order 12964 was originally signed, the Commission was to have
15 members, appointed by the President.  The Office of the United States Trade
Representative was given the responsibility of compiling the list of recommended
appointees for the President’s review.  The USTR received recommendations for
candidates for the Commission from a number of sources, including the office of Senator
Bingaman.211

The first step in the process by which candidates for the Bingaman Commission
were considered and appointed to the Commission required the compilation of the names
of potential candidates by Phyllis Jones, the Assistant United States Trade Representative
for Intergovernmental Affairs and Public Liaison.  She received suggestions from a variety
of sources, including the USTR, the National Economic Council, Congress, and the
private sector.  She discussed these candidates with interested parties at other government
agencies and within the USTR.212  A list of recommended candidates then had to be
cleared with Mickey Kantor, then the United States Trade Representative.213  After
Kantor had cleared the recommended candidates, the list would be provided to the White
House.  The Office of Presidential Personnel would then review the list, and submit it to
the President for his approval.214  According to one USTR official, the President was
“sometimes active and nixe[d] or change[d] names” of candidates.215

1. The White House Used the Commission for Political Payoffs

The office of Senator Bingaman was deeply involved in the appointment process
for the Commission.  Senator Bingaman’s main staffer dealing with the Commission was
Steve Clemons, Senior Trade Policy Advisor to the Senator.216  Clemons provided names
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of candidates for the Commission to Phyllis Jones, and he reviewed names that had been
compiled by the USTR.  Clemons was also in frequent contact with Charles Duncan, the
Assistant Director of the Office of Presidential Personnel (“OPP”).  Duncan was the main
White House official dealing with the formation of the Bingaman Commission.

Most of the candidates recommended by Clemons were corporate CEOs or trade
experts that he believed would make a substantive contribution to the Commission.217

Early in the process, though, Clemons found that it was difficult to have Senator
Bingaman’s candidates for the Commission considered by the White House and the
USTR.218  Clemons discussed this issue with Duncan, and Clemons has said that Duncan
told him that he checked the names of all recommended candidates for the Commission
against a list of donors to the DNC.219  Clemons objected to Duncan, expressing the
sentiment that the Commission should be about appointing qualified individuals, and not
making political payoffs.220  However, Duncan made it clear to him that he would follow
this process for the appointments to the Bingaman Commission.221

In fact, Clemons informed the Committee that he became so desperate to have
qualified candidates appointed to the Commission, that he contacted the DNC, and asked
them to provide him with a list of large donors to the DNC.222  Clemons spoke with a
DNC staffer named David Carroll, and explained that he had been working with the White
House in trying to fill appointments for the Commission.223  Clemons told Carroll that he
wanted to review a DNC donor list to see if he could find someone, “a CEO who can pass
the White House screeners.”224  Clemons recalled that Carroll promised to send him
something “discreetly.”225  Indeed, Clemons received the donor list, but was unable to find
any qualified candidates on it that he could recommend to the White House.226
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Clemons’ experience with the Office of Presidential Personnel, is denied by Charles
Duncan and the White House.  Duncan provided sworn testimony to the Committee that
he never checked the amounts that potential candidates to the Bingaman Commission, or
any other position, had given to the DNC or the Clinton-Gore campaign.227  However, the
Clemons testimony is confirmed by White House documents.  Duncan has denied that he
kept any donor lists in his office, and the White House has never produced any such lists in
response to the Committee’s subpoenas.228  However, the OPP computer contains a
database that shows that OPP kept track of precisely this type of political fundraising
information.  The database contains the names of potential candidates for appointment to
the Clinton Administration.  Most of the information fields in the database contain
technical information like address and telephone number.229  The only field for substantive
information appears to be the “classification” field of the database.230  This field contains
information relating to candidates’ political activity.  The only classifications the
Committee had seen in this field are: “DNC Trustee,” “DNC Key,” “C/G Trustee” and
“C/G Key.”231  All of these classifications refer to levels of political contributions and
support given to the Clinton-Gore campaign and the DNC.  This database contains the
names of Charlie Trie, John Huang, Charles DeQueljoe, all of whom are key figures in the
campaign finance scandal, and all of whom received appointment to the Administration.
Trie is listed in the database as a “DNC Trustee.”232  The Committee has not received any
information regarding how this donor data got onto the White House computers, but it is
one obvious source for how Charles Duncan tracked the political contributions of
potential candidates for appointment to the Clinton Administration.

2. Charlie Trie is Considered for the Commission

At some point in mid-1995, Charlie Trie told Ernie Green that he was interested in
an appointment to a position in the Clinton Administration.233  Green then contacted
Charles Duncan, who had been a friend of Green since the 1970s, and told him of Trie’s
interest in an appointment.234  White House records indicate that on September 14, 1995,
Trie and Green went to the White House to visit Charles Duncan.  While Green denies
attending any meeting between Trie and Duncan, White House WAVES records clearly
show that Green went to the White House, and entered and departed the Old Executive
Office Building at exactly the same time as Charlie Trie.235  The interview between
Duncan, Trie, and Green lasted approximately thirty minutes.  Duncan denies that he ever
discussed the DNC or the Presidential Legal Expense Trust during his meeting with Trie
and Green.236  Duncan has testified that he was interviewing Trie to try to determine the
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value that he would add to the Commission.237  However, when asked if he determined
what value Trie would add to the Commission, Duncan answered as follows:

Question:  You stated something to the effect that the purpose of the
interview was to evaluate Mr. Trie with regard to the commission.  Did
you make a determination with regard to his qualifications as a result of the
interview?

Duncan:  I had begun to at that point in time.

***

Question:  And what was that evaluation?

Duncan:  My initial evaluation was that he would add value to the
commission.

Question:  And what was the basis for the beginning that you said of that
judgment?

Duncan:  The criteria for the commission was knowledge of trade barriers
with Asian countries.  I felt at that time Mr. Trie did have knowledge.  I
felt he would add value to it.  The President has been very strong on having
an administration and appointments as diverse as America.  Mr. Trie, I
thought, added diversity to it, also.  And I thought it was also important to
have small business people on this commission, and Mr. Trie would have
been a small business person.238

On September 15, 1995, the day following the meeting between Duncan, Trie and
Green, Green called Mickey Kantor, the United States Trade Representative.239  Green
claims that he does not specifically remember the call, but is certain that it was not about
Charlie Trie’s appointment to the Bingaman Commission.240  Similarly, Ambassador
Kantor does not recall having any involvement in Trie’s appointment.241  It is noteworthy
that the September 15 call is the only call between Green and Kantor for which the
Committee has any record.  Also on September 15, Trie had the opportunity to see the
President personally.  Trie was one of 50 guests at the White House for a dinner
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recognizing the DNC’s top donors.242  However, it is not clear whether Trie discussed the
possibility of his appointment to the Commission at this dinner.

After his interview with Trie and Green, Duncan claims that he sought references
for Trie.  He called individuals “from Little Rock who knew Mr. Trie,” specifically, Ernie
Green, Bob Nash, and Lottie Shackelford.243  However, Green was the person who
introduced Trie to Duncan, so it was clear that he supported Trie’s nomination.  Also,
Green had been extensively involved in Trie’s DNC activities.  Duncan also spoke to
Shackelford, who was a DNC Vice-Chair, and who was aware of Trie’s political
activities.244  Shackelford told Duncan that she believed Trie was qualified for appointment
to the Commission.245  However, Shackelford testified that Duncan never asked her about
Trie’s knowledge of international trade, and, by her own admission, Shackelford had never
discussed business of any kind with Charlie Trie.246  Her contacts with him had come only
through patronizing his restaurant in Little Rock, and more recently, from attending DNC
fundraisers.247  Nash was Duncan’s superior at the Office of Presidential Personnel.  When
Duncan asked him about Trie, Nash stated that he believed Trie was qualified for
appointment to the Commission.248  Nash based his conclusion on the fact that Trie was
“involved in international trade” and the fact that he had established a sister city
relationship between Changchun City, China, and Little Rock.249

By this point, Duncan says he had concluded that Trie would add value to the
Commission, and decided to recommend his appointment to the Commission.250  Duncan
had spoken with only three people with any knowledge of Trie.  Of these three individuals,
only one, Green, had any knowledge of Trie’s business activities.  The other two, Nash
and Shackelford, knew Trie primarily as a restaurateur.  Nevertheless, Duncan claims that
based on this information, he had concluded that Trie was qualified, and was willing to
recommend Trie for appointment to the Commission.
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On September 20, 1995, Duncan spoke to Phyllis Jones of the USTR to tell her
that he wanted Trie added to the list of recommended candidates for the Commission.251

Duncan gave Jones three names that were not on the list given by USTR to the White
House, but that he wanted to add.  The three were Trie, Kenneth Lewis, who had been
recommended by Senator Sarbanes, and a third individual who was never appointed.252  In
an e-mail message sent to a USTR colleague after her conversation with Duncan, Jones
described Trie as a “DNC nominee:”253

Well, I spoke with Charles Duncan about Bingaman late Wed.  Here is the
update.  They have not bumped anyone off of our list.  However, they want
to add 3 people - a Senator Sarbanes person (Charles will let me know the
name), a DNC nominee Yah Lin Trie, President of Daihatsu International,
an international trading company, and an Asian-American exec [sic] from
Toys R Us.

Charles thinks the best thing to do is to get the exec [sic] order amended so
it can be increased.  Jennifer, how difficult is this to do?  They are trying to
push this through but we need to get the question answered about the
commission size.  Also we need to extend the report due date.  Thanks.254

However, in her deposition, Jones attempted to distance herself from her own e-mail,
claiming that “[t]he only thing that Charles told me about Mr. Trie was that he was a small
business person that had done business in Asia.”255  She denied that Duncan told her
anything about Trie’s support for the Administration, or his friendship with the
President.256  In addition, both Jones and Duncan deny that they discussed Trie’s support
of the DNC during their conversation.257  Jones was unable to explain why she referred to
Trie as a “DNC nominee” if Duncan had never mentioned Trie’s support of the DNC
during their discussion:

Question:  . . . You describe Yah Lin, that’s Charlie Trie, as a DNC
nominee.  What does that mean?

Jones:  I don’t know.

Question:  Did Charles Duncan tell you that Trie was a DNC nominee?
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Jones:  I don’t know why those choice of words were used here.  I don’t
recall.

Question:  Have you ever used the term “DNC nominee” to describe any
other potential appointee to any commission?

Jones:  I don’t remember using it.

The e-mail message, though, casts grave doubt on Duncan’s claim that he had no
knowledge of Trie’s support of the DNC, and had never discussed it with Trie.

It was during this September 20 discussion between Duncan and Jones that
Duncan also recommended that the Commission be expanded past 15 members in order to
accommodate Trie and the other new candidates.258  Therefore, Jones asked the USTR
legal counsel to draft the required documents that would allow the President to issue a
new Executive Order expanding the Commission.259  On January 31, 1996, the President
signed Executive Order 12987, which expanded the Commission from 15 to “up to 20”
members.260  This Executive Order allowed the President to appoint Charlie Trie to the
Bingaman Commission.

3. Objections Are Raised to Trie’s Appointment

Shortly after the September 20 discussion between Jones and Duncan, Jones added
Trie’s name to the list of appointees for the Commission, and circulated the list among
individuals at USTR.261  When he received Trie’s name, Steve Clemons says he was
immediately concerned.262  Trie was listed as working with Daihatsu International Trading
Corp., and Clemons was concerned that Trie’s company was affiliated with the Japanese
conglomerate of the same name.263  Therefore, Clemons called Trie, to try to confirm that
he was not affiliated with the Japanese company.264  Clemons spoke to him, and confirmed
that his company was not Japanese, but immediately developed a great concern that Trie
was not qualified to be appointed to the Commission.265  Clemons could tell after one brief
conversation that Trie was not knowledgeable regarding trade issues.266  He was even
more irritated that so many candidates who were more qualified had been rejected by
Duncan, and for some reason, Duncan saw fit to recommend Trie.267  For example,
Clemons had recommended Ed McCracken, Chairman of Silicon Graphics, Robert Galvin
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the former Chairman of Motorola, Gordon Binder, Chairman of Amgen, and Steven
Ballmer, President of Microsoft, and all had been rejected.268

Clemons was so angered by Trie’s appointment to the Commission that he drafted
a letter of protest for Senator Bingaman to send to President Clinton.269  Senator
Bingaman initially signed the letter to Clinton, but then instructed Clemons not to send it,
and to pursue his objections with the White House orally, rather than in writing, telling
Clemons that “this was not the kind of matter to commit to paper.”270  Clemons then
began a series of telephone calls and e-mails to Phyllis Jones and Charles Duncan objecting
to Trie’s appointment.  Clemons stated that he “did everything he could” to stop the
appointment of Charlie Trie to the Commission.271  Clemons stated that Jones was
generally receptive to his arguments, but told him that since Trie was a White House
selection, there was little she could do to change their mind.272  Clemons also had a series
of heated conversations with Charles Duncan about Trie.  In these discussions, Duncan
stated that Trie was an “absolute must appointment” whose name had come “directly from
the highest levels of the White House.”273  Duncan also referred to Trie’s support of the
Administration.274  Duncan concluded by telling Clemons that Trie was not coming off of
the Commission.275  Clemons also says he repeated all of these objections in e-mail
messages to both Jones and Duncan.276

When faced with Clemons’ charges, Duncan denied them, and Jones claimed a lack
of recall.  Jones was questioned at length about Clemons’ charges:

Question:  Other than that concern [that Trie’s company was Japanese], do
you recall anyone at USTR having any other concerns about Charlie Trie
being appointed to the Commission?

Jones:  I don’t know.

Question:  Did anyone in Senator Bingaman’s office raise any concerns
about Charlie Trie being appointed to the Commission?

Jones:  I just don’t remember.
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***

Question:  Other than the issue about whether Mr. Trie’s Daihatsu was the
same as the Japanese car company Daihatsu, do you ever recall receiving
any e-mails expressing concern about Charlie Trie being appointed to the
Bingaman Commission?

Jones:  I don’t recall.

Question:  Are you aware of any individuals expressing concern to Charles
Duncan about Charlie Trie’s appointment to the Bingaman Commission?

Jones:  I don’t know.277

Faced with Clemons’ detailed charges, Jones’ testimony is difficult to believe.  Duncan,
however, flatly denied Clemons’ charges in sworn interrogatories:

Interrogatory:  Did anyone involved in the appointment process for the
Bingaman Commission, including, but not limited to Steven C. Clemons,
express any opposition to the appointment of Mr. Trie?

Duncan:  No one expressed opposition, but the relative strengths and
weaknesses of each potential nominee or potential appointment were
discussed, including the strengths and weaknesses of Charlie Trie.

Interrogatory:  Did you tell anyone involved in the appointment process for
the Bingaman Commission, including, but not limited to Steven C.
Clemons, that Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie’s name came from high levels of the
Administration?

Duncan:  No.

Interrogatory:  Did you tell anyone involved in the appointment process for
the Bingaman Commission, including, but not limited to Steven C.
Clemons that Mr. Trie was a “must appointment?”

Duncan:  No.278

However, faced with the conflict in the testimony between that of Steve Clemons
and that of Duncan and Jones, the Committee believes the Clemons testimony is more
clear and accurate.  Clemons has detailed recall of the events in question, and had no
vested interest in the outcome of the investigation.  Clemons, like the Committee, had an
interest in seeing why the appointment process for the Bingaman Commission was so
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distorted.  Jones and Duncan, on the other hand, have a vested interest in protecting the
Clinton Administration from embarrassment.  Jones served in the Clinton Administration,
and Duncan continues to serve in the Office of Presidential Personnel.  In addition, when
the testimony of Duncan and Jones is reviewed, both had frequent lapses in memory, and
both provided evasive answers.

Senator Bingaman’s office was additionally dismayed by the fact that the
Commission was being expanded to accommodate Charlie Trie and one other political
appointee.  Months earlier, Senator Bingaman had recommended that the Commission be
expanded to accommodate qualified candidates, including major corporate CEOs, but
Duncan rejected this suggestion out of hand.279  Now, Clemons found that Senator
Bingaman’s suggestion was being followed, not to allow the appointment of Steven
Ballmer or some other qualified individual, but to make room for Charlie Trie.  At the very
least, Senator Bingaman’s office hoped that the expansion of the Commission from 15
spots to “up to 20” would allow some of their original suggested candidates to be
appointed.280  But, in the end, Duncan would not allow any of these candidates to go
through.

After the failure of Steve Clemons’ attempt to derail the appointment of Charlie
Trie, the White House moved forward with the appointment process.  On November 9,
1995, Duncan drafted a decision memorandum for the Bingaman Commission which listed
Yah Lin Trie as a “White House selection” for the Commission.281  Two weeks later,
Duncan drafted another decision memorandum, which this time listed Trie as an “Ernie
Green” selection for the Commission.282  In the final decision memorandum, dated
December 12, 1995, Trie was listed as being sponsored for appointment by Ernie
Green.283  In his testimony before the Committee, Duncan indicated that he had
erroneously listed Trie as a White House selection on the initial draft of the decision
memorandum, and that he later corrected the error.284  Green testified that after he had
initially recommended Trie for a position in the administration, Charles Duncan called him
and asked if he would be “a supporter of Trie’s candidacy.”285  However, the fact that Trie
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was originally listed as a “White House selection” on the first White House document
prepared about his selection supports the account of Steve Clemons, that Trie was a “must
appointment” whose name had come “from the highest levels of the White House.”

B. Trie’s Clearance to Serve on the Commission

As part of his appointment to the Bingaman Commission, Trie had to prepare a
number of documents, including a financial disclosure form.  The form required Trie to
disclose, inter alia, “each asset or source of income . . . which generated over $200 in
income during the reporting period.”286  On this form, Trie indicated that he received a
salary of $60,000 from San Kin Yip International Trading Corporation, and $37,500 from
Daihatsu International Trading Corporation.  He did not disclose on the form that he
received hundreds of thousands of dollars from foreign sources, despite the fact that the
form required such information to be disclosed.  In addition, when Trie first turned in his
form to USTR officials, he had failed to sign it.287  USTR and Commerce officials
processing his appointment to the Commission repeatedly requested that he sign his form,
and he did so only one day before the Commission’s first meeting.288

Even once Trie signed his financial disclosure form, questions remained regarding
the nature of his business.  In the Spring of 1996, ethics officials at the Commerce
Department and USTR prepared conflict of interest waivers for the members of the
Commission.  These waivers provided the members of the Commission with the necessary
legal protection in case they did have some kind of conflict of interest.  Laura Sherman, an
attorney at the USTR, prepared Trie’s waiver, stating that Trie’s business interests gave
him a “disqualifying financial interest in the matter.”289  However, Sherman recommended
that the United States Trade Representative, Charlene Barshefsky, grant the waiver
because Trie “possesse[d] special expertise vital to the work of the Commission and ha[d]
substantial knowledge and/or experience regarding trade barriers restricting U.S. business
access to Asian and Pacific markets.”290

However, Ambassador Barshefsky refused to sign the waiver, stating that she had
concern that Trie’s companies were foreign.291  Thereafter, Sherman interviewed Trie
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about his business.  Trie told her that both Daihatsu and San Kin Yip were U.S.
companies.292  Laura Sherman has also testified that Trie told her “San Kin Yip was a joint
venture with a Macao corporation that invests in the United States; that he provided
advice on those investments.”293  Based on these statements, Sherman concluded that Trie
would not have a conflict of interest in serving on the Commission.  She then submitted
the waiver to Barshefsky.  However, the waiver form for Trie was never signed.  In press
reports about the affair, USTR sources stated that it simply “fell through the cracks.”294

C. Trie’s Service on the Commission

The fears of Ambassador Barshefsky regarding Charlie Trie’s service on the
Commission were well-founded.  Trie used his position on the Commission to promote his
business and political interests.  At worst, Trie’s actions on the Commission presented an
illegal conflict of interest.  At best, they represent the serious harm that can result when
unqualified, unsavory candidates are appointed to federal positions without adequate
background checks.

1. Trie’s “Contributions” to Commission Meetings

Charlie Trie attended at least eight of the meetings of the Commission.295  These
meetings largely consisted of high-level intellectual discussions between the various
members of the Commission, many of whom had extensive academic or business
experience with Asian trade.  Charlie Trie did not speak very much at Commission
meetings, and when he did, his comments often could not be deciphered by his colleagues.
One of the Commission members remarked that Trie “sat there like a bump on a log”
during the meetings, and believed that Trie’s poor command of English caused him to be
too embarrassed to speak.296  Trie brought with him to many Commission meetings an
employee named Chu Lei.  Chu Lei would often speak at meetings on Trie’s behalf.  One
Commission member recalled that Chu Lei once made a “stupid, indecipherable” statement
to the effect that the “Chinese really like Americans, and cannot understand why
Americans are so harsh with regard to trade.”297  Eventually, because of her frequent and
strange comments at Commission meetings, the members asked the Chairman of the
Commission, to bar Chu Lei from attending any more Commission meetings.298
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Trie also made several written submissions to the Commission.  These documents
further confirm the fact that Trie was unqualified to serve on the Commission.  Trie made
three separate submissions to the Commission: “Proposal of the U.S.-Asia Trading
Partnership Program;”299 “Recommendations for what we can do in U.S.-Asia Trade
Policy Formulation;”300 and “Some Recommendations Before the Asia Trip.”301  These
documents are rife with grammatical and typographical errors, and are almost impossible
to understand.  After witnessing Trie’s performance at Commission meetings and
reviewing these documents, many Commission members thought it was strange that Trie
was on the Commission, and even the USTR official in charge of the Commission
concluded that “I believe that more qualified members could have been found to
participate, but believe that Mr. Trie tried to be a useful participant.”302

However, a close examination of Trie’s contributions to Commission meetings
show that he was not merely unqualified to participate.  Such an examination reveals a
great deal about Trie’s political loyalties, and indicates that he was apparently attempting
to use his position on the Commission to promote strongly pro-China political views.  One
Commission member recalled that Trie and Chu Lei “grew agitated” when the
Commission members were discussing China in a negative light.303  The Vice Chairman of
the Commission stated that Trie was interested in promoting more friendly relations with
China, and was “terribly concerned” regarding a possible confrontation between the
United States and China over Taiwan.304  These sentiments are confirmed by Trie’s
recorded statements in the transcripts of Commission meetings.  In a June 12, 1996
meeting, Trie stated:

I feel this . . . human right [sic] issue, why we don’t listen the other side
people [sic], what kind of problems they have, what they judge about the
U.S. . . . I feel why we don’t find some way to work with them because
potentially they will dominate whole Asia [sic]?305

Later at that same Commission meeting, Trie remarked:

Why don’t they have human rights?  What problems do they have?  How
can we work out together [sic]?  . . . We’ve got a chance to do the
business, but on the human rights . . . human rights issue is a long way to
[sic] – I don’t know.  There’s a different culture, different country.306

These sentiments were echoed in Trie’s written submission to the Commission as well:
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There are a lot of territories that we forget to pay attention to which might
bring us advantages we need such as in India, Southeastern Peninsula.  If
we work harder with China (which is actually very friendly to us) and the
underdevelopped [sic] nations, we will find alot [sic] of rooms [sic]
there.307

Beyond promoting China, Trie also used his appointment to the Commission to
promote himself.  He mentioned the fact that he served on the Commission to a number of
individuals.308  Outside of the United States, and among less sophisticated individuals,
where, perhaps, the role of the Bingaman Commission was not so well understood, Trie
claimed that he served as an “advisor to the President.”309  Trie was even listed on the
official letterhead of one Hong Kong company in this capacity.310

2. Trie’s Participation on the Commission Trip to Asia

Trie also used his position on the Commission to promote his personal business
interests.  The vetting process that Trie went through before his appointment was intended
to prevent this type of gain, but as described earlier, the process was entirely inadequate.
In a document he sent to the Executive Director of the Commission, Trie recommended
that the Commission meet with “small and medium business owners who are the real
contributors to Taiwan economics.”311  In the same document, Trie also recommended
that the Commission meet with Wang Jun, the Director of CITIC.312  Of course, at the
same time, Trie and Ernie Green were trying to arrange business deals with Wang Jun and
CITIC.

During the Commission’s September 1996 trip, Trie’s behavior attracted the notice
of many members of the Commission.  One Commission member recalled that Trie had
“lieutenants” in many different Asian cities, who would meet him whenever the group
arrived.313  Another recalled that Trie introduced him to a governmental official in
Beijing.314  Upon his arrival with the delegation in Hong Kong, Trie was picked up by a
limousine.315  When the Commission met with James Riady in Jakarta, Trie made it clear
that he was friends with Riady, and had known him since Riady had worked in Little Rock
in the 1980s.316  In Beijing, Trie took many Commission members to a restaurant where
Trie clearly had great influence, and where he was greeted by a group that came and
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seemingly “paid homage” to Trie.317  Another recalled that Trie traveled by chauffeur-
driven limousine while in Beijing.318  By the end of the trip, the Commission members
were “amazed by [Trie’s] ability to maneuver.”319

Shortly after the return of the Commission delegation to the United States, press
stories broke regarding Trie’s questionable fundraising practices.  Trie stopped attending
Commission meetings, and sent a letter of apology to the Commission members.  In his
letter, Trie apologized for missing Commission meetings, and proclaimed his innocence:

However, I want to let you know and want you to have confidence in me
that I did not do anything that is illegal to assist and to support the
Democratic Party and President Clinton in the campaign activities.  I
actually felt proud of myself supporting President Clinton, who, as you
might have the same feeling as I, is the real person wholeheartedly want to
and able to [sic] lead peacefully not only the United States, but also the
world to the 21st Century.320

After stories about Trie’s illegal fundraising had come to light, many Commission
members questioned whether Trie should remain a member of the Commission.321  The
Chairman of the Commission, Ken Brody, and the USTR decided that since Trie was a
presidential appointee, it was the White House’s decision whether to remove Trie as a
member of the Commission.322  The President ended up leaving Charlie Trie on the
Commission.  Therefore, even after Charlie Trie had fled the country in January 1997, the
Commission continued to fax him Commission documents at his Watergate apartment.323

The Commission staff faxed Trie drafts of the Commission report, and asked for his
comments, even though they knew that he was embroiled in the fundraising controversy,
and that he had fled the country.  When the report was published in April 1997, Charlie
Trie’s name was on the cover as an official member of the Commission.324
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V. TRIE’S 1996 ACTIVITIES

While Trie’s career as a DNC fundraiser and Washington insider was to come
crashing to a halt by the end of 1996, for most of the year, Trie enjoyed unprecedented
access to the White House.  Trie brought his friends and business associates to at least six
different White House events, ranging from tours to arrival ceremonies for heads of
state.325  Trie himself visited the White House at least 11 times in 1996, visiting high-level
White House officials such as Charles Duncan and Ben Johnson.326  Through his frequent
contacts with these officials, Trie built up personal relationships with many of them.  For
example, Trie gave a Christmas gift to close Clinton advisor Mack McLarty, who wrote
back to Trie thanking him, and including a handwritten acknowledgment in his letter.327

Trie’s personal ties with White House and DNC officials also led him to host a
number of parties at his Watergate apartment.  A number of Administration and DNC
officials have testified to attending multiple events at Trie’s apartment.  At various times,
Trie’s apartment served as a gathering place for: Mark Middleton;328 Ernie Green;329

Charles Duncan, Associate Director of Presidential Personnel;330 Jude Kearney, Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Commerce;331 Ben Johnson, Special Assistant to the President;332

Lottie Shackelford, Vice-Chair of the DNC;333 David Mercer, Deputy Finance Director of
the DNC;334 and Susan Lavine, DNC White House Liaison.335

Charlie Trie was to capitalize on these ties throughout 1996.  First, he brought
Wang Jun, Chairman of the China International Trust and Investment Corporation
(“CITIC”), a Chinese government-controlled conglomerate, to the White House to meet
President Clinton at a February 6, 1996, White House coffee.  Trie made the introduction
at the same time that Wang’s company was under investigation for smuggling illegal
machine guns into the United States.  Also in 1996, Trie raised large sums of money for
the DNC.  Trie was prominently involved in raising funds for at least three major DNC
events.  Most of the funds raised by Trie have been determined to be illegal.

A. The February 6, 1996, White House Coffee
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On February 6, 1996, Charlie Trie accompanied Chinese executive Wang Jun to a
fundraising coffee held in the White House.  Several weeks after the coffee, a subsidiary of
Wang’s company called Poly Technologies was discovered smuggling illegal machine guns
to Los Angeles street gangs.336  After learning late in 1996 who Wang was and which
company he was affiliated with, President Clinton described Wang’s presence at the coffee
as “clearly inappropriate.”337  However, it appears that Wang’s attendance at the coffee
was not a simple mistake, but rather, was the result of a carefully orchestrated plan of
Charlie Trie.  It also appears that Trie had the cooperation and assistance of Ernie Green,
the DNC, and the Clinton White House in getting Wang into the coffee.

1. Background of Wang Jun

Wang Jun was known to American governmental officials before his appearance at
the White House coffee.  He had visited the United States, and he had also met with U.S.
governmental officials in China.  It appears that Wang had somehow developed a
relationship with officials in the Department of Commerce, most notably, Melinda Yee and
Jude Kearney.  In 1995, during Secretary Brown’s October trade mission to China, Wang
requested that he meet with Brown to discuss trade opportunities.338  Yee endorsed this
request and forwarded it to Jude Kearney for action.339  It is unknown whether Wang
gained an official audience with Ron Brown during the trade mission.  However, at the
end of the trade mission, Wang did meet with Brown in Hong Kong.  Wang was invited to
the October 18, 1995, dinner at the Hong Kong Shangri-La Hotel organized by Trie and
Ng Lap Seng.  Photographs of the event indicate that Wang was one of the approximately
twenty foreign business leaders invited by Trie and Ng.340

At the Shangri-La dinner, Wang was introduced to Ernie Green, and according to
Green, the two had a “modest exchange.”341  Green also claims that he collected the
business cards of Wang and an associate of Wang, Wong Xu of the Shezhen Bao Hua
Trading Corporation, a subsidiary of CITIC involved in international investment.342

Shortly after the Shangri-La dinner, Green wrote to both Wang and Wong, inviting them
to come to the United States later that year.  Green wrote “I enjoyed our discussions and
feel there are many business opportunities we may pursue.  If your schedule will allow, I
would like to extend an invitation to you to visit the USA during the month of
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December.”343  Wang, Wong, and an entourage of CITIC officials used Green’s letters of
invitation to apply for a visa to visit the United States on January 22, 1996.344

2. Wang Jun’s Invitation to the Coffee

In January 1996, Charlie Trie began speaking to high-level DNC officials about
arranging for Wang’s attendance at a DNC coffee in the White House.  Trie told David
Mercer that he wanted to attend a DNC coffee, and bring Wang Jun with him as a
guest.345  Mercer responded that his request to bring a guest was unusual, but requested
Wang’s biography so that the DNC and White House could process the request.346

Mercer passed Trie’s request on to Richard Sullivan.  Sullivan recalls that Trie had
expressed a strong desire to have Wang at the coffee, and mentioned his extensive
fundraising activities for the DNC in the past, and his planned activities in connection with
John Huang’s February 19, 1996, fundraiser at the Hay Adams hotel.347  It appears that
the DNC had several concerns about allowing Wang’s attendance at the coffee.  First,
there was a DNC policy of not allowing donors to bring guests to White House coffees.348

Second, Richard Sullivan claims to have had concerns about the fact that Wang was a
foreign national.349  Therefore, Sullivan asked Karen Hancox, Deputy Assistant to the
President for Political Affairs, to conduct background research on Wang and CITIC.350

However, it is not clear whether Hancox did actually conduct any research regarding
Wang before the coffee.351  Despite any concerns, the DNC and the White House allowed
Wang to attend the coffee.

According to Ernie Green, in late January 1996, Green was informed by Charlie
Trie that Wang Jun and his party would be coming to the United States.  At this time,
Green began making plans to entertain the group and introduce them to Lehman
executives in Washington and New York City.  He also requested that Trie provide him
with biographical information for Wang and his party.352  While Green readily admits to
planning for business meetings with Wang, he denies that he had any role in arranging for
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Wang’s attendance at the February 6 coffee.353  However, the records and testimony
received by this Committee and the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee indicate that
Green did have a role in planning Wang’s attendance at the coffee.  First, Richard
Sullivan, the DNC Finance Director, stated that:

I understood David Mercer telling Marvin Rosen and myself, it was in the
context of something that was important to Ernie and Charlie . . . It was a
mistake.  I was – it’s obviously a mistake.  It was something, as I
understood it, that was important that Ernie had this guy in town doing
business.  Ernie had been a longtime supporter and it was purely as a favor
to Ernie.354

In addition, it appears that when the DNC asked Charlie Trie to provide Wang Jun’s
resume in order to check his background, it was provided by Ernie Green, not Charlie
Trie.355  Green denies that he was involved in arranging Wang’s attendance at the White
House coffee, but is unable to explain why he faxed Wang’s resume to the DNC.356

3. Ernie Green’s $50,000 Contribution

The final, and most significant way that Green appears to have been involved in
providing for Wang’s attendance at the coffee is by making a large contribution to the
DNC.  Attendance at White House coffees usually required a sizable contribution to the
Democratic Party by the person attending the coffee.  However, neither Wang nor Trie
contributed to attend the coffee.  It appears, though, that Ernie Green made a sizable
contribution in this period of time.  On February 6, 1996, the day of the coffee, Green
made a contribution of $50,000 to the DNC.  The check he gave was signed by his wife,
Phyllis Caudle-Green.  Green has testified that he gave the $50,000 check to David
Mercer at a breakfast on the morning of February 6.357  Green also stated that he and his
wife gave the contribution out of a long-standing feeling that they should give a large
contribution to the DNC.358  Green adamantly denied that his $50,000 contribution was
connected to Trie or Wang Jun.359

However, David Mercer denies that he received the $50,000 check from Ernie
Green.360  Mercer recalls that he received the check from Charlie Trie.361  Mercer’s
testimony is supported by the DNC check tracking form for Green’s contribution.  The
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form shows that Mercer credited Charlie Trie with soliciting the Green contribution.362  In
addition to recognizing Trie as the solicitor of the Green contribution, Mercer credited the
contribution to the February 6 coffee.  Mercer’s accreditation of the contribution to the
coffee was reviewed by a number of DNC officials, including Marvin Rosen, Scott
Pastrick, and Richard Sullivan.363  In light of this documentary evidence, it appears that
Ernie Green not only helped arrange Wang’s invitation to the White House coffee, but that
he also may have made a $50,000 contribution to the DNC in connection with the coffee.

Records received by the Committee also indicate that in the two month period
surrounding the time that Green contributed $50,000 to the DNC, Green deposited over
$38,000 cash he cannot account for into his bank accounts, and separately received
$11,500 from Charlie Trie in travelers checks and a wire transfer.

a. Ernie Green’s Mysterious Cash Deposits

Starting in December 1995, Green began a highly unusual pattern of banking
activity in which he made a number of trips to the bank to deposit large amounts of cash.
Green cannot account for any of these transactions.  On December 15, 1995, Green
deposited $4,000 cash into his Nationsbank account.364  On January 23, 1996, Green
deposited $2,000 cash at Nationsbank,365 and $700 into his account at the Riggs Bank.366

Three days later, Green made two trips to Nationsbank, depositing $300 and $1,000
cash.367  On February 9, Green made four separate trips to two different banks.  He made
three trips to Nationsbank, making cash deposits of $1,000, $3,000, and again $3,000.368

Then Green went to Riggs and deposited $1,000 cash.369  On February 21, Green made
three trips to the bank, depositing $5,000 and then $3,000 cash at Nationsbank,370 and
then $2,500 at Riggs Bank.371  On February 22, Green deposited $3,000 cash at
Nationsbank.372  The following day, Green deposited $3,500 cash at Riggs Bank.373  On
February 28, Green deposited $5,400 cash at Nationsbank.374  Green’s cash deposits are
laid out in the following chart:

Date Bank Deposit
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December 15, 1995 Nationsbank $4,000
January 23, 1996 Nationsbank $2,000
January 23, 1996 Riggs Bank $700
January 26, 1996 Nationsbank $300
January 26, 1996 Nationsbank $1,000
February 9, 1996 Nationsbank $1,000
February 9, 1996 Nationsbank $3,000
February 9, 1996 Nationsbank $3,000
February 9, 1996 Riggs Bank $1,000
February 21, 1996 Nationsbank $5,000
February 21, 1996 Nationsbank $3,000
February 21, 1996 Riggs Bank $2,500
February 22, 1996 Nationsbank $3,000
February 23, 1996 Riggs Bank $3,500
February 28, 1996 Nationsbank $5,400

Green’s banking activity during the two month period raises a number of
questions.  First, the volume of cash deposits, over $38,000, raises questions regarding the
source of the money.  The Committee asked Green, and he could not recall the source of
any of this $38,000.375  Green merely speculated that it could have come from speaking
engagements before churches and schools which paid him in cash.376  However, when
asked about each cash deposit individually, Green could not recall the source of any of the
cash that he deposited into his bank accounts.377  Green denied that any of the money
came from Trie or Trie’s associates.378  The second question raised by Green’s activity is
the unusual pattern of deposits.  At several points during January and February of 1996,
Green went to the bank multiple times in one day to deposit large amounts of cash.  For
example, on February 9, 1996, Green made four trips to the bank and deposited $8,000
cash.  Also, in late February, Green went to the bank seven times in a one week period to
deposit $24,400 cash.  This pattern suggests that Green may have been attempting to
conceal the size of his deposits, and possibly avoid Currency Transaction reporting
requirements.  In his deposition before the Committee, Green denied that he was aware of,
or attempting to avoid these reporting requirements.379  The Committee invited Green to
provide further information to the Committee explaining the source of the cash deposits,
but thus far, he has not done so.

b. Ernie Green Received At Least $11,500 From Trie
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During this same period of time, Green received at least $11,500 from Trie.  First,
Trie wired $9,500 to the company run by Green and his wife to sell the self-inflating
novelty balloons, the Green/McKenzie Group.  In January 1996, Trie visited the family of
his sister, Manlin Foung, in California.380  While he was there, Trie deposited a $30,000
cashier’s check into his sister’s bank account at the Travis Federal Credit Union.381  Then,
several days later, Trie withdrew $15,000 in cash.382  On January 19, Trie asked Foung to
wire $9,500 of his remaining money to the Nationsbank account for the Green/McKenzie
Group.383  Before the Committee acquired proof that Green/McKenzie had received
money from Trie, Green adamantly denied that he had received money from Trie in
connection with the pop-up balloon venture:

Question:  Did Green McKenzie receive any funds from any of Mr. Trie’s
companies that he was affiliated with, be it Capitol Hill [Enterprises],
Daihatsu or San Kin Yip?

Green:  No.  Any – are we speaking of direct investments?

Question:  Yes.

Green:  No.

Question:  Did you or your wife receive personally any money from Mr.
Trie or any of his companies with respect to the pop-up balloon venture?

Green: No, we did not.384

However, in his second deposition, once he was shown evidence of a wire transfer
for $9,500 to Green/McKenzie, Green admitted that Green/McKenzie did receive money
from Charlie Trie for the pop-up balloon venture:

Question:  Under that agreement, do you know how much money
Green/McKenzie received from Mr. Trie?

Green:  I think this incoming wire was $9,500, and that was the amount.

Question:  And that was all the money that you ever received from Mr.
Trie for the balloon project?

Green:  That is correct.385
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On this point, like many others, Green has offered contradictory testimony.  This time,
Green contradicted his own sworn statement in his first deposition.  Especially alarming is
the fact that Green flatly denied receiving money from Trie for Green/McKenzie in his first
deposition, and then recalled with great precision the transfer of money from Trie to
Green/McKenzie in his second deposition.  Green acknowledged receiving this money
from Trie only after the Committee subpoenaed the bank records of Green/McKenzie.

On February 27, 1996, Green deposited $2,000 at Nationsbank.386  In his second
deposition before the Committee, Green acknowledged that he received $2,000 in
travelers checks from Trie and deposited them into his account:

Question:  I would now like to show you Exhibit EG-16, which indicates
that you made a cash deposit of $2,000 into Nationsbank, your account
there, on February 27, 1996.  Do you recall the form of that deposit,
whether it was cash or travelers checks?

Green:  I assume that this is a travelers check.

Question:  . . . Charlie Trie gave you these travelers checks; is that correct?

Green:  Yes.

Green’s explanation for receiving this money was that he had won a $2,000 bet on a
basketball game with Trie.387  However, Green’s admission followed sworn testimony
before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs wherein Green flatly denied ever
receiving any money from Trie:

Question:  Did you ever receive any money from Mr. Trie?

Green:  No, I have not.388

Remarkably, Green was able to recall every minute detail of his $2,000 bet with Charlie
Trie, while at the same time entirely forgetting the source of any of the $38,000 in cash he
deposited between December and February 1996.389  Green’s selective memory on this
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point, as many others, suggests that his testimony before the Committee about why he
received the $2,000 in travelers checks is not credible.  Green’s sworn statements,
therefore, that he was never reimbursed for his $50,000 contribution to the DNC, similarly
carry little weight.

4. Wang Jun’s Tour of Washington, D.C.

Wang entered the United States at San Francisco on February 1, 1996.  It is
unknown where Wang traveled between February 1 and 5.  On February 5, Charlie Trie
scheduled a reception for Wang and other CITIC officials at his Watergate apartment.
Little is known about this event or who attended, other than the fact that Jude Kearney
was scheduled to attend.390  Kearney denied that he had any knowledge of Wang’s
attendance at the coffee, and also denied that he even knew of any connection between
Charlie Trie and Wang Jun:

Question:  Are you aware of any relationship between Mr. Trie and CITIC?

Kearney:  Only what I have read in the papers.391

Despite the fact that Kearney testified that he was unaware of any relationship between
Trie and CITIC, Kearney was scheduled to attend the CITIC reception at Trie’s
apartment.  Kearney claimed to have no recollection of the reception, including whether he
attended.392

The following day, February 6, Wang had three significant appointments.  First, he
met with Commerce Secretary Ron Brown.393  Wang and Brown had met earlier at least
once at the Shangri-La dinner, and possibly during Brown’s 1995 trade mission to China.
It is unknown how this meeting was arranged, or who specifically attended the meeting.
Second, Wang met with Ernie Green and his Lehman Brothers associate at Green’s
offices.  According to those present, several individuals attended the meeting, including

                                                                                                                                           
Green:  It was the Bulls playing – the Bulls were playing Indiana.  It was a Sunday game.  I think
it was on the 18th, and the bet was that Michael Jordan would score 40 points or better, and
Charlie was not a big Michael Jordan fan so he took the bet.

Question:  I take it you won this bet, is that correct?

Green:  I did.  I think Michael Jordan scored 43 points.

Green Deposition II at 27.  Green’s detailed testimony regarding the Bulls-Pacers game followed half an
hour of questioning in which he was able to offer any testimony regarding any of 14 different cash
banking transactions.
390 Calendar for Jude Kearney, February 5, 1996, Commerce Document 02AB2576 (Exhibit 107).
391 Kearney Deposition at 83.
392 Id. at 84.
393 Calendar for Secretary Ronald H. Brown, February 5-11, 1996, Department of Commerce Document
10AK0081 (Exhibit 108).
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Wang, his translator, Trie, and Ng Lap Seng.394  According to Green, the purpose of the
meeting was to “reintroduce” CITIC to Lehman Brothers.395  According to Green, at the
end of the meeting, Trie mentioned that he and Wang were going to a White House
coffee.396  It was at this time, Green claims, that he first learned that Trie and Wang were
going to the White House.397  After the Lehman Brothers meeting, Trie and Wang went to
the White House coffee.  White House photographs indicate that Trie and Wang had a
number of photographs taken with the President.398  However, other guests present at the
coffee have informed the Committee that neither Trie nor Wang spoke at all during the
event.399  Following the coffee, Trie took the CITIC delegation to New York, where Ernie
Green had arranged a meeting with other Lehman Brothers officials.400  Shortly after the
coffee, Trie and Wang received autographed copies of the President’s State of the Union
address.401  Wang’s copy read “[t]o Wang Jun, with appreciation, Bill Clinton.”402

It has been suggested in the press that Wang may have used his visit to the United
States in February 1996 as an opportunity to thwart the ongoing probe of CITIC’s arms-
smuggling activity.403  Shortly after Wang’s Washington tour and appearance at the White
House, word of the federal investigation into Poly Technologies was leaked to the
press.404  This leak brought an early end to the sting operation run by the Customs
Service.  At the time of the leak, Customs officials were on the verge of arresting high-
ranking Chinese officials for arms smuggling.405  After the leak, which came from
“diplomatic sources,” the Customs officials were left only with low-level criminals to
arrest.  The Committee continues to review these matters.

B. February 19, 1996 Fundraiser

After Wang’s visit to the United States in February 1996, Trie focused on raising
funds for the DNC’s February 19, 1996 Asian-American fundraiser at the Hay-Adams
Hotel.  This event was the first major DNC event organized by John Huang, and Charlie
Trie was a major part of Huang’s fundraising plans for the event.  However, a large part of
the money that was raised for the event was raised from illegal sources.
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At this event, Trie and Ng Lap Seng were rewarded with a seat at the head table,
next to President Clinton.406  On the other side of the President sat Pauline Kanchanalak
and Ted Sioeng.407  Of the four individuals who sat around the President at the event, two,
Trie and Kanchanalak, have been indicted, and two, Ng and Sioeng, have fled the country.
Of these four individuals, only Trie was even able to legally contribute at any time.  The
following day, the participants in the February 19 dinner were invited to a breakfast with
Vice President Gore.  Trie, Ng, Pan, and a number of other guests had breakfast, as well
as a number of photographs with the Vice President.408

1. Trie’s Conduit Contributions

Trie brought a number of guests to the event, and raised at least $230,000.  Many
of the contributions that Trie raised for the fundraiser were illegal.

a. Manlin Foung and Joseph Landon

In February 1996, Charlie Trie telephoned his sister, Manlin Foung, and requested
that she and her friend, Joseph Landon, contribute $12,500 each to the DNC.409  Trie
promised to reimburse both Foung and Landon fully.410  Foung and Landon agreed to
contribute.  On February 19, 1996, Foung and Landon each contributed $12,500 via
personal checks to the DNC411 with the understanding that they would be reimbursed
before their checks cleared their respective banks.412

Bank records indicate that on February 22, 1996, Antonio Pan opened a savings
account at the Amerasia Bank in Flushing, New York, with an initial deposit of $25,200
cash.413  Within minutes of the initial deposit, Pan withdrew $25,000 cash from the savings
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account414 and purchased five sequentially numbered $5,000 cashier’s checks totaling
$25,000 from Amerasia Bank.415  Three of the cashier’s checks totaling $15,000 were
made payable to Foung416 and two totaling $10,000 were made payable to Landon.417  Pan
then sent these checks to Foung via overnight mail.  On February 23, 1996, Foung and
Landon deposited these checks in their accounts.418

b. Ming Chen and Yue Fang Chu

On February 14, 1996, San Kin Yip Holdings Co. Ltd., a company controlled by
Ng Lap Seng, wired $150,000 from the Bank of China, Hong Kong, to the joint account
of Trie and Ng held at Riggs Bank, Washington, D.C.419  At the time of the transfer, the
account balance was $10,459.55.420  The wire transfer was received only five days before
the February 19 dinner.  In the days following the wire transfer, four checks totaling
$37,500 were issued by Trie’s employee Keshi Zhan from Trie and Ng=s joint account to
individuals who subsequently contributed the same amount of money to the DNC.  Zhan
issued check number 382 dated February 19, 1996 to Ming Chen, an employee of Trie, in
the amount of $12,500.421  Yue Fang Chu, an individual who shares an address and at least
two joint bank accounts with Ming Chen, contributed $12,500 to the DNC the same day,
February 19, 1996, from their joint account at Bank-Fund Staff Federal Credit Union.422

Check number 383 dated February 19, 1996, in the amount of $7,500 was also
issued to Ming Chen.423  That same day, Yue F. Chu issued a check in the amount of
$7,500 to the DNC from one of her joint bank accounts with Chen held at the Chevy
Chase Bank of Chevy Chase, Maryland.424  Chu was credited with both the $12,500 and
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the $7,500 contributions on the Federal Election Commission records.425

c. Zhengwei Cheng and Xiping Wang

Keshi Zhan issued check number 384 dated February 19, 1996, to Zhengwei
Cheng in the amount of $5,000.426  Xiping Wang, an individual who shares an address and
a checking account at the Bank-Fund Staff Federal Credit Union with Zhengwei Cheng,
contributed $5,000 to the DNC the same day, February 19, 1996, from that account.427

Xiping Wang was credited with the $5,000 contribution on the Federal Election
Commission records.428

d. Keshi Zhan

On February 9, 1996, Trie’s assistant Keshi Zhan issued a check to herself from
the joint bank account of Trie and Ng in the amount of $12,500.429  She then wrote a
check to the DNC in the amount of $12,500.430  Both the check from Trie to Zhan and the
check from Zhan to the DNC are dated February 9, 1996.  However, Zhan did not deposit
the check from Trie into her checking account until February 26, 1996.431  Similarly, Mr.
Zhan’s check to the DNC did not clear her account until February 26, 1996.432  Zhan’s
conduit contribution allowed her to attend the February 19, 1996, dinner with President
Clinton as well as the February 20, 1996 breakfast with Vice President Gore and have her
photograph taken with both.433  Ms. Zhan invoked the Fifth Amendment in response to
Congressional requests for cooperation.  Zhan received immunity from the Senate
Committee on Governmental Affairs.  However, Committee staff were convinced that
Zhan was not being truthful in her testimony, and accordingly terminated her deposition,
and sealed it so that she could be prosecuted.

e.  Lei Chu

Lei Chu, Trie’s advisor on the Bingaman Commission, attended the February 19,
1996 fundraiser at the Hay Adams Hotel with Charlie Trie.434  She also attended a
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breakfast with Vice President Gore the following day at the Hay Adams.435  More
importantly, Lei Chu made what appears to be a conduit contribution to attend the event.
On February 20, 1996, Chu established a checking account at the Citizens Bank of
Washington with an initial cash deposit of $12,520.00.436  On that same day, Chu issued
starter check number 90— the first check ever written on that account— in the amount of
$12,500 to the DNC437 in conjunction with the Hay Adams fund-raiser.438  That check
cleared Chu’s account on February 26, 1996,439 and was the sole check written from that
account during the period February 1996-July 1996.440

f. J & M International

On February 22, 1996, Antonio Pan was introduced to Jack Ho, a New York
businessman.  This is the same day that Pan sent $25,000 in cashier’s checks to Manlin
Foung and Joseph Landon.  At this meeting, Pan asked Ho to contribute $25,000 to the
DNC, and assured Ho that he would be reimbursed for this contribution.  Ho agreed, and
Pan delivered to Ho 35 $1,000 Bank Central Asia travelers check totaling $35,000,441 all
of which were purchased in Indonesia.442  Ho gave $10,000 cash over to Pan, and
deposited the remainder in his bank account.443  Immediately after his deposit, Ho issued a
check in the amount of $25,000444 to the DNC in conjunction with the DNC’s Asian
Dinner fund-raiser at the Hay Adams Hotel, a fund-raiser that had been held three days
prior.445  The fact that Trie and Pan received tens of thousands dollars in travelers checks
from Indonesia raise questions about whether they received this money from the Lippo
Group.  As described earlier, both Trie and Pan had extensive ties with the Riadys dating
to the 1980s.
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2. Ernie Green’s $6,000 Contribution

DNC documents indicate that Charlie Trie also solicited Ernie Green to give $6000
to the DNC in connection with this event.  Green gave a contribution to the DNC on
March 8, 1996, and DNC records credit Trie with soliciting this contribution, and credit
the contribution itself to the February 19, 1996 dinner at the Hay-Adams.446  However,
Green denies that it was solicited by Charlie Trie or had any connection to the February
19, 1996 dinner.447  Green’s denials bear great similarity to his denials surrounding the
February 6, 1996 White House coffee.  Again, Green claims that his contribution was
mistakenly credited to the wrong solicitor and the wrong event.  Again, Green’s denials
are questionable.  Not only do they appear to be contradicted by the documentary
evidence regarding Green’s contribution,448 but by Green’s presence at the February 19,
1996 event.449

Also of note, two days after the February 19 event, Green deposited $2,500 cash
into his account at Riggs Bank.450  Two days later, he went back to Riggs and deposited
another $3,500 in cash, making a total of $6,000 in cash deposits over the four days
following the Hay Adams event.451  Green denies that he received this money from Charlie
Trie or that he was reimbursed for his contribution.452  However, Green lacks any
explanation for where he received the $6,000, or why he deposited it in two separate trips
to the bank.453

C. May 13, 1996 Event

In May 1996, Trie was centrally involved in another major DNC Asian-American
fundraiser.  Trie gave $10,000 for this event, and sat at the head table with President
Clinton.454  Moreover, Trie raised over $330,000 for this event, almost all of it from
Yogesh Gandhi.  Shortly before the fundraiser, Gandhi had attempted to gain access to the
Clinton White House to present the “Gandhi World Peace Award” to President Clinton.455

The White House staff rejected Gandhi’s offer, and decided not to admit him to the White

                                               
446 DNC Check Tracking Form for Contribution of Ernest G. Green, March 8, 1996, DNC Document
D0000353 (Exhibit 135).
447 Green Deposition II at 10-11.  Both of Green’s major contributions for the period between 1994 and
1996 are credited to Charlie Trie.  Green denies that Trie solicited him to make either contribution, but
cannot explain the documentary evidence to the contrary, or his seeming bad luck in having his
contributions mis-credited.  Green is the only witness to come before the Committee to dispute the
accuracy of solicitation information on a DNC Check Tracking Form.
448 Exhibit 135; Finance System Source Detail Report, February 19, 1996, DNC Document DNC 3438334.
449 See Photograph of Ernest G. Green and President Bill Clinton, February 19, 1996 (Exhibit 136).
450 Deposit Item, Riggs Bank, Ernest G. Green Travel Expenses Account, February 21, 1996.
451 Deposit Item, Riggs Bank, Ernest G. Green Travel Expenses Account, February 23, 1996.
452 Green Deposition II at 13-14.
453 Id. at 12-13.
454 DNC Check Tracking Form for Contribution of Yah Lin Trie, May 12, 1996, DNC Document DNC
3687040 (Exhibit 137); Memorandum, Head Table, May 13, 1996, DNC Document DNC 1604073
(Exhibit 138).
455 Letter from Yogesh K. Gandhi to President Bill Clinton, February 5, 1996.



60

House, in large part because of his questionable background.456  However, Trie told
Gandhi that he could introduce him to the President, and give him the opportunity to
present the Gandhi prize to the President.  Trie asked Gandhi to give $325,000 to the
DNC in exchange for the privilege of attending the meal and meeting the President.457

Gandhi was happy to oblige, in large part, because his contribution came not from his own
money, but directly from Yoshio Tanaka, a Japanese industrialist.458  Gandhi had several
tables at the May 13 event, and two members of his party sat at the head table with the
President.459  One of these individuals, Teruyoshi Fukunaga was the head of a Japanese
cult widely recognized as the source of widespread fraud in Japan.460  After the May 13
meal, Trie introduced Gandhi and his entourage to the President, and Gandhi presented
the Gandhi Prize to the President.461

It was during this event that the President recalled his long friendship with Trie:

Soon it will be twenty years that I had my first meal with Charlie Trie.
Almost twenty years, huh?  Twenty years in just a few months.  At the
time, neither of us could afford a ticket to this dinner, it’s fair to say.462

However, at the time that Trie was raising massive funds for the DNC, and contributing
$10,000 himself, Trie borrowed $5,000 from Mark Middleton for his personal use.463  He
also was named in a complaint in District of Columbia court for failing to pay his rent.464

This contradictory evidence raises many questions regarding Trie’s finances, and helps
confirms the fact that much of the money that Trie gave was not his own.

D. Trie’s Contributions to the Presidential Legal Expense Trust

Charlie Trie did not limit his illicit fundraising activities to his work on behalf of
the DNC.  Trie also raised substantial sums of money for the Presidential Legal Expense
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Trust (“PLET”).  The PLET was established by the President and First Lady to cover their
expenses related to the Whitewater and Paula Jones matters.  While the PLET initially
raised large amounts of money, by early 1996, its fundraising had slowed to a trickle.  It
was at this time that Charlie Trie decided to start raising money for the PLET.  It is
unknown why Trie began raising money for the PLET, or if anyone encouraged him to do
so.

To raise money for the PLET, Trie sought the assistance of the Suma Ching Hai
International Association, a Buddhist cult based in Taiwan.  In March 1996, Trie met with
the members of the Suma Ching Hai cult in New York City, and with the help of Suma
Ching Hai, the leader of the cult, convinced many members to write checks to the
PLET.465  All of them were reimbursed for their contributions by the cult.466

Shortly thereafter, on March 21, 1996, Charlie Trie visited the offices of Michael
Cardozo, the head of the PLET.467  Shortly after his meeting with Cardozo started, Trie
opened a manila envelope stuffed with hundreds of small checks totaling $380,000.468

Cardozo developed an immediate suspicion of the money delivered by Trie, based on the
manner of their delivery, the fact that many of the cashier’s checks and money orders were
sequentially numbered, and that there were misspellings on a number of the checks.469

1. Taiwan Strait Letter

On March 21, 1996, after Trie delivered the checks to the PLET offices, he met
with Mark Middleton and gave him a letter for delivery to the White House.  The letter
indicates that it was faxed first from “P.E.C. Co.,” on March 20.470  The following day,
after Middleton received it, he faxed it to the White House.471  The fact that the letter was
faxed from “P.E.C. Co.” the day before it was delivered by Trie to Middleton raises some
question as to whether the letter was written by Trie or some other individual.  However,
one witness informed the Committee that Trie was “terribly concerned” over possible
incidents between the United States and China over Taiwan.472  According to this witness,
Trie spoke of having talked to “people in the White House and National Security Council
about the danger of confronting China over Taiwan.”473  Middleton faxed Trie’s letter to
the White House, and on the cover page, informed the White House staff that “[a]s you
likely know, Charlie is a personal friend of the President from L.R.  He is also a major
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supporter.  The President sat beside Charlie at the big Asian fundraiser several weeks ago.
Thanks for your always good assistance.”474

The letter outlined a number of views regarding the Taiwan Strait crisis which was
brewing at the time:

Regarding the current situation in the Taiwan Strait Crisis and also the U.S.
aircraft carriers and cruisers involvement, I would like to propose some
important points to you in order not to endanger the U.S. interest based on
the followings [sic]:

1.  Any negative outcomes of the U.S. decision in the China Issue will
affect your administration position especially in this campaign year;

2.  Why U.S. has to send the aircraft carriers and cruisers to give China a
possible excuse of foreign intervention and hence launch a real war?  And,
if the U.S. recognized “one China” policy, don’t [sic] such conduct will
cause a conflict for “intervening China’s internal affairs?”  Therefore, won’t
the recent inconsistent talks by the captains and some governmental
officials in the mass media cause problems for the U.S. policy of not [sic]
interference of China’s internal affairs?

***

7.  Once the hard parties of the Chinese military inclined [sic] to grasp U.S.
involvement as foreign intervention, is U.S. ready to face such challenge?

8.  It is highly possible for China to launch real war, based on its past
behavior in Sino-Vietnam War and Zhen Bao Tao war with Russia. . . .475

Trie’s letter received a response from President Clinton just one month later.  The
response, in relevant part, stated that the U.S. action “was intended as a signal to both
Taiwan and the PRC that the United States was concerned about maintaining stability in
the Taiwan Strait region.  It was not intended as a threat to the PRC.”476  Trie’s letter and
the Administration’s response to it were handled by several high-level national security
staffers, including National Security Advisor Anthony Lake and staffer Robert
Suettinger.477
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Several aspects of this episode are not yet clear and are still under investigation.
First, it is not clear who drafted the letter, and why they drafted it.  However, it is clear
that Trie’s status as a DNC supporter was helpful in having his letter read by top-level
White House national security staff, and having it answered promptly.

2. Return of Trie’s PLET Contributions

After his receipt of Trie’s checks, Cardozo immediately launched an internal
investigation of the funds.  Cardozo also visited the White House to inform the President
and First Lady, the beneficiaries of the trust, about the Trie contributions.  On April 4,
1996, Cardozo met with Hillary Clinton and Harold Ickes, and informed them that a
businessman named Charlie Trie had delivered $380,000 in contributions to the PLET:

I tried to get Mrs. Clinton to guess – I said a substantial amount of money
has been brought to the trust by someone who says he knows you.  Would
you like to try to guess who it is?  And she said, well – she tried. . . . And
then I said, well, it’s someone from Arkansas. . . And then, you know,
finally I told her.  You know, she didn’t – drew a blank.  I mean, she just
did not recognize Charlie Trie’s name at all.  And then after 30 seconds or
a minute, she said ‘Oh yeah, is he the guy that owns the Chinese restaurant
near the Capitol?’478

During April 1996, private investigators hired by Cardozo investigated the
contributions delivered by Trie to the PLET.  On April 24, Trie returned to the PLET
offices to contribute another $179,000 in checks from Suma Ching Hai devotees.479  By
the end of the month, they had concluded that the contributions had been orchestrated by
members of the Suma Ching Hai cult.  Cardozo told the White House that he intended to
return the Trie contributions at a meeting on May 9, 1996.  This meeting was attended by
high-level White House staffers including Bruce Lindsey, Harold Ickes, Cheryl Mills, and
Maggie Williams.  During this meeting, according to  Cardozo, Bruce Lindsey stated that
Trie was “involved with the Democratic Party.”480

However, no one in the White House took any action to stop Trie’s frequent visits
to the White House or to warn the DNC about Trie’s troubling fundraising practices.
Bruce Lindsey and Harold Ickes both had direct knowledge of Trie’s involvement in DNC
fundraising activities.  Both received a direct warning from Michael Cardozo about Trie’s
fundraising activities on behalf of the PLET.  Nevertheless, neither warned the DNC until
the eve of the 1996 general election.  In the interim, between May 9, 1996 and October
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1996, Trie would raise hundreds of thousands of dollars for the DNC, most of it illegal,481

and would visit the White House six times.482

E. August 18, 1996 Fundraiser

On August 18, 1996, the DNC held a massive fundraiser in honor of President
Clinton’s birthday.  Charlie Trie and Ng Lap Seng attended this event, and Trie was also
heavily involved in raising funds for the event as well.483  Trie raised at least $30,000 in
conduit contributions for this event.

1. Manlin Foung

On or about August 15, 1996, Trie telephoned his sister, Manlin Foung, and
requested that she contribute $10,000 to the DNC.484  Trie promised to reimburse her
fully.485  On August 15, 1996, three days before President Clinton’s birthday party in New
York City, Trie’s company, San Kin Yip, sent a $10,000 wire transfer to Manlin Foung’s
checking account at the Travis Federal Credit Union in Vacaville, California.486  On
August 18, 1996, approximately one week later, Foung contributed $10,000 to the DNC
Birthday Victory Fund from that same account.487

2. David Wang and Daniel Wu

David Wang testified that on the morning of August 16, 1996, John Huang and
Antonio Pan visited David Wang at his used car dealership in order to solicit a
contribution to the DNC.488  Huang asked Wang if he knew of any friends who might like
to contribute.489  Wang suggested Daniel Wu, a Taiwanese citizen who was living in

                                               
481 Trie raised funds for two major DNC events between May 9, 1996, and October 1996: the May 13
DNC Fundraiser in Washington, D.C. and the August 18, 1996, Presidential Birthday Fundraiser in New
York City.  Trie’s most significant solicitation at any of these events was the $325,000 he solicited from
Yogesh Gandhi.  This illegal contribution was returned by the DNC on Election Day, 1996.
482 See WAVES Records of Yah Lin Trie.
483 See Photograph of Ng Lap Seng and President Clinton, August 18, 1996 (Exhibit 150).
484 Foung Deposition at 60.
485 Id. at 61.
486 Riggs Bank Wire Transfer Report of Ng Lap Seng and Yah Lin Trie, August 15, 1996; Travis Federal
Credit Union Account Statement of Manlin Foung, August 31, 1996.  Immediately before the transfer,
Foung’s checking account balance was $2,146.63, and her savings account balance was $5,378.95.  Ex.
Travis Federal Credit Union Account Statement of Manlin Foung, August 31, 1996.
487 DNC Check Tracking Form for Contribution of Manlin Foung, August 15, 1996, DNC Document
DNC 1821214 (Exhibit 151); see also FEC website, www.tray.com/fecinfo.
488 Personal Journal of David Wang (Exhibit 152); Deposition of David Wang, House Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight, October 6, 1997 (“Wang Deposition”), at 16.  Whether or not Huang
actually appeared at Wang’s place of work is in dispute.  Wang has offered sworn testimony that Huang
was there, but Huang’s attorney has disputed Wang’s claim, stating that Huang was in New York at the
time.
489 Wang Deposition at 39.
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Taiwan.490  Wang agreed to contribute $5,000 to the DNC and also agreed to contribute
$5,000 in Wu’s name using Wu’s checking account.491  Huang or Pan then indicated that
he might be able to reimburse both Wang and Wu for their contributions.492

That same morning Wang and Wu each contributed $5,000 to the DNC totaling
$10,000— Wang contributed $5,000 from his personal checking account and $5,000 from
Wu’s personal checking account over which Wang held power of attorney.493  DNC
records indicate that the contributions were in conjunction with the DNC’s birthday party
fund-raiser held for President Clinton in New York City on August 18, 1996.494

In the afternoon of August 16, 1996, Pan returned to Wang’s car dealership
unaccompanied by Huang and delivered $6,000 cash to Wang, $3,000 for Wang and
$3,000 for Wu.495   Wang recorded the receipt of these funds in his personal journal.496

This delivery of cash by Pan partially reimbursed Wang and Wu.  Wang deposited $3,000
into his personal checking account497 and $3,000 in Wu’s account.498  On August 20,
1996, Pan returned to Wang’s car dealership unaccompanied by Huang and delivered
$4,000 cash to Wang, $2,000 for Wang and $2,000 for Wu.499  Wang again recorded the
receipt of these funds in his journal.500  Wang deposited $2,000 into his personal checking
account and $2,000 in to Wu’s personal checking account.501  This delivery of cash by Pan
completed the reimbursement of Wang and Wu.  DNC records indicate that it received
Wang and Wu’s contributions on August 20, 1996.502

3. Kimmy Young

In August 1996, Antonio Pan solicited Kimmy Young, of Ohio, to contribute
$10,000 to the DNC in connection with the President’s birthday fundraiser.  Young wrote

                                               
490 Id.
491 Id. at 70.
492 Id. at 43.
493 Id. at 70; DNC Check Tracking Form for Contribution of David Wang, August 16, 1996, DNC
Document D0000323 (Exhibit 153); DNC Check Tracking Form for Contribution of Daniel Wu, August
16, 1996, DNC Document DNC 1803086 (Exhibit 154); Bank of Canton of California Account Statement
of Daniel Wu, February 12, 1997; Bank of Canton of California Statement of Power of Attorney.
494 Exhibit 153; Exhibit 154.
495 Wang Deposition at 44.
496 Exhibit 152.
497 See Trans National Bank Account Statement of David Wang, August 16, 1996.
498 See Bank of Canton of California Account Statement of Daniel Wu, April 14, 1997.
499 See Trans National Bank Account Statement of David Wang, September 17, 1996; Bank of Canton of
California Account Statement of Daniel Wu, April 14, 1997; see also Exhibit 152.
500 Exhibit 152.
501 Trans National Bank Account Statement of David Wang, September 17, 1996; Bank of Canton of
California Account Statement of Daniel Wu, April 14, 1997.
502 Exhibit 153; Exhibit 154.
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a check for $10,000 to the DNC on August 16, 1996.503  Pan subsequently reimbursed
Young in cash for her contribution.504

CONCLUSION

Finally, in October 1996, shortly before the election, Harold Ickes warned the
DNC about Charlie Trie.  In mid-October, 1996, Thornberry called Ickes about her
concerns regarding John Huang’s fundraising activities.  During that conversation, Ickes
told Thornberry, “well, if you’re concerned about Huang, you better look at Charlie
Trie.”505  While this warning represented the beginning of the end of Charlie Trie’s
fundraising career, Trie would continue to visit the White House until mid-December.506

Trie visited the White House for a Christmas party in December 1996, and spoke with the
President, apologizing to him for the embarrassment he had caused him.507  After his
apology, Trie left the party.508  According to aide Bruce Lindsey, the President was
saddened by Trie’s travails:

Question:  And what was the President’s reaction to that?

Lindsey:  I think he felt sad, because I think, that Charlie Trie was sorry
that he had caused the President the embarrassment; and the fact that he
then left, you know, I think reflected on that, and I think he was sad about
it.

Question:  Was the President at all concerned that he was at the event or
how he got there, given the situation at that time?

Lindsey:  If he was, he didn’t reflect that with me.509

This report represents just one part of the story regarding Charlie Trie.  While
most of Trie’s actions are known, the motives behind them are not known.  The full truth
regarding Trie’s relationship with the Clinton White House will not be known until Trie
cooperates with the Committee.  Only then will the Committee know the reason he
illegally gave hundreds of thousands of dollars to the DNC, and solicited hundreds of
thousands more in illegal contributions.  Only then will it be known why the Clinton

                                               
503 DNC Check Tracking Form for Contribution of Kimmy Young, August 16, 1996, DNC Document
D0000320 (Exhibit 155).
504 See Cash Deposit, Bank One Account 984111998, September 19, 1996; see also Indictment of Yah Lin
“Charlie” Trie and Yuan Pei “Antonio” Pan, January 1998 (listing the Young contribution as one of
Trie’s many illegal contributions).
505 Deposition of Betty Jane Thornberry, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, July
22, 1997, at 71.
506 See WAVES Records of Yah Lin Trie.
507 Deposition of Bruce Lindsey, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, April 29, 1998,
at 24-25.
508 Id.
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Administration appointed Trie to an Administration post, and gave him wide-ranging
access to the White House.

The evidence collected by the Committee to date shows a disturbing pattern of
conduct by the White House and the close associates of the President.  This evidence
demonstrates that political contributions were collected from Trie with little regard to their
legality.  It also demonstrates that the White House continued to allow the DNC to accept
contributions from Trie, even though it knew that Trie was engaged in suspect fundraising
practices with respect to the PLET.  This evidence also shows that Trie received special
treatment from the White House and DNC, culminating in an appointment to a
Presidential commission, with little regard for Trie’s suspect background.
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Johnny Chung: His Unusual Access to the White House
and His Political Donations

Overview

In an interview with the Los Angeles Times in July 1997, California entrepreneur Johnny
Chien Chuen Chung captured the essence of the campaign fundraising scandal when he observed:
“I see the White House is like a subway – you have to put in coins to open the gates.”  Johnny1

Chung was a frequent passenger on this subway.

Between 1994 and 1996, Chung visited the White House 49 times.   His visits to the2

White House coincided with a large volume of donations to the Democratic National Committee. 
In total, Chung contributed over $366,000 over the same time period.3

In the course of its investigation, the Committee has learned that Chung frequently sought
access to senior Clinton Administration officials on behalf of high-level Chinese business
associates, often with specific objectives.  On almost every occasion, those meetings were
facilitated by senior DNC officials, and often coincided with large political contributions.

The  Committee has also learned that much of the money contributed by Chung originated
overseas.  Despite clear indications that some officials at the DNC were concerned about the
origins of Chung’s money as early as February 1995, DNC officials continued to solicit and accept
contributions from him for another year-and-a-half.  In late February 1997, a full two years after
DNC Finance Director Richard Sullivan first raised concerns about Chung, the DNC announced
its intention to return all of his contributions.4

On March 16, 1998, Johnny Chung pled guilty to multiple campaign-related charges,
including making conduit contributions to Clinton/Gore ‘96 and the campaign of Senator John F.
Kerry (D-Mass.), and tax evasion.5
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Shortly thereafter, The New York Times reported that Chung told Justice Department
investigators that $80,000 that he donated to the DNC in 1996 was given to him by a Lieutenant
Colonel in China’s People’s Liberation Army.  According to the Times account, the money  came6

from Liu Chao-Ying, a senior aerospace industry executive and the daughter of retired PLA
General Liu Huaqing.7

Background

Johnny Chung was born in Taiwan in 1954 and moved to Costa Rica at the age of 12 with
his Presbyterian missionary parents.   He returned to Taiwan to attend college, where he earned a8

degree in American literature from Fu-Jen Catholic University.   He then immigrated to the9

United States, and later became a citizen in 1988.   10

Chung also attended the University of California, Los Angeles, where he took graduate
courses in electrical engineering.   He started Iris Data Computer, Inc. in 1979 and Telform Inc.11

in 1992.   Telform Inc. later evolved into Automated Intelligent Systems, Inc. (AISI), in January12

1993.  The company brochure states: 

Automated Intelligent Systems, Inc. provides its clients with state-of-the-art
communications services.  The company, originally known as Telform Inc. in
1992, was formed to develop AISI’s current fax broadcast system.  Recognizing
the challenges of rapid technological growth, Chairman and C.E.O., Mr. Johnny
Chung spent 8 years in designing and developing an advance technology that
brings a new dimension to the world of faxing.  Today, it is a fast growing
company with its corporate office in Torrance, California and our branch offices in
Washington, D.C., Hong Kong and China.13
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According to the Los Angeles Business Journal, Chung first appears to have approached
the Clintons in the fall of 1992:  

[W]hile watching a debate between George Bush and Bill Clinton on television, it
came to him - political candidates and governments send out more faxes than
private companies. . . .  Chung called Clinton’s mansion and offices in Arkansas
non-stop and finally he flew to Little Rock, where he said he banged on the door
of the then-governor’s home.  He was fortunate enough to meet Hillary Rodham
Clinton and hand her some information.14

The story goes on to relate that Chung received a letter from Mrs. Clinton in April 1993,
following the election.  The letter states: 

Thank you for your letter and my apologies for not getting back to you sooner.  It
appears from the correspondence you have had with federal and state officials, and
with the private sector, that you are already on the right track.  Nevertheless, I
wish you good luck with your innovative system.  15

Chung apparently used this letter from the First Lady to approach Governor Pete Wilson’s
office in Sacramento.   The governor’s office became Chung’s first client.   The article further16

discusses Chung’s plans to branch out into government document services, and Chung’s
discussions with the Centers for Disease Control in Atlanta to discuss taking over the faxing of
health-hazard updates to travel agents, communicable disease reports to health-care providers,
and HIV newsletters to various agencies.

According to his company brochure which Chung sent to the DNC in the spring of 1995,
the “Government Division” of AISI served 48 state government offices and federal agencies. 
Chung also claims to have expanded his services into the Fortune 500 companies.   17
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Chung’s Early Contacts at the White House and the DNC

The White House’s “Workers and Visitors Entry System” (WAVES) records indicate that
Chung’s first visit to the White House was on February 2, 1994.   According to the WAVES18

records, Chung met with  Brian Foucart, who was at that time working in the White House
administrative offices under David Watkins.   Chung’s next recorded visit is on July 22, 1994.   19 20

It appears that Chung’s initial interest in the White House was as a potential client for
AISI.  In documents produced by the White House, it appears that the White House was
comparing AISI with other companies to contract with for fax broadcast services.   These21

documents also make it clear that Chung’s entreaties were being heard at the highest levels,
including the First Lady and Deputy Chief of Staff Harold Ickes.  Included in these White House
documents is a page with handwritten notes that appears to set forth details about AISI, including
names of employees.   It also contains the following notation: “First Lady - if we don’t use22

Johnny Chung, we’re in trouble.”   23

On March 21, 1995, White House aide Brian Bailey  prepared a memorandum for Erskine
Bowles regarding “fax issues.”   The memo states: “If we are going to use AISI, we need to do24

so at the DNC.  Using this company in the White House would raise legal concerns.”   The25

memo continues with: “Even if we consider other vendors, we still should avoid housing the
operation in the White House.”26

A July 17, 1995 memorandum from Deputy White House Chief of Staff Harold Ickes to
DNC Executive Director Bobby Watson “strongly urges” the DNC to obtain broadcast fax
capability:

“We understand that Johnny Chung’s firm has such capability which should be
negotiated at a reasonable price.  Erskine Bowles has looked into this and it is his
understanding that once names and addresses are provided to Mr. Chung’s
company, as many as 30,000 pages per hour could be faxed at an approximate cost
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of $0.17 per page.”  27

However, months earlier, Chung had already tried to contract with the DNC.  On March
6, 1995, Richard Sullivan wrote a memo to “Bobby” [Watson, DNC Executive Director at the
time] regarding “AISI Faxcast,” which stated:  

Johnny Chung, Torrance, CA, CEO of Automated Intelligent Systems, contributed
$94,000 to the DNC in 1994 and raised an additional $20,000.  Johnny’s company,
AISI is a faxcast company with many political clients including Gov. Chiles, Sen.
Kennedy and others.  Johnny would like to get some of our business.  Art Liang,
managing director of the company will be in town on Wednesday and Thursday
and would like to meet with the appropriate person at the DNC.  He has said that
he would beat the price of the company we are currently using.  Please advise.   28

Although Chung failed to win a contract from either the White House or the DNC, he put
his contacts to work in other ways to benefit his company.  During his numerous visits to the
White House, he obtained numerous photos with the First Lady, the President, the Vice President,
and various other White House officials.  Chung developed a brochure for his company which
included all of these pictures.   Since this brochure was produced by the White House,29

presumably White House officials were well aware of Chung’s promotional and commercial uses
of his relationship with the President and the First Lady.

Chung’s Contributions to the DNC and Additional White House Visits  

Chung’s first large contributions to the DNC appear to have resulted from his involvement
in the President’s August 2, 1994 birthday party event, which was held at the Sumner Wells estate
in Maryland and was chaired by long-time Presidential friend and DNC Managing Trustee Ernie
Green.   Chung is listed as a co-chair (and bringing 10 guests), along with Charlie Trie.   The30 31

event reportedly raised $1.2 million.  Approximately 150 people attended the dinner, with an
additional 200-250 attending a reception.  The reception cost $1,000 per couple and the dinner
cost $10,000 per couple.  FEC records show that Chung donated $11,000 to the DNC that
week.32
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Earlier that same day, Chung entered the White House for a visit with a staff person
named “Lewis” at the exact same time that John Huang entered the White House for a visit with
“Lewis.”    After Mr. Chung’s participation in the President’s birthday event, he became a more33

frequent visitor to the White House.  In August 1994 alone, Chung visited the White House six
times.34

On December 3, 1994, Chung and his wife attended an intimate DNC luncheon for the
First Lady which included 37 guest.   This event was held by the DNC in California.35

By the end of 1994, Chung had contributed in excess of $90,000 to the DNC.  In
December of 1994, he made two separate $40,000 contributions.36

Foreign Funds Paid to Chung and his Political Contributions

Between 1994 and 1996, he contributed $366,000 to the DNC.  Over that same time
period, he and his company received wire transfers from outside the country in excess of $2.4
million.  The following table lists foreign wire transfers received by Chung and contributions made
by him in chronological order:

1994
Date Payment Received Amount Origin of Political Recipient of 

From Received Transfer Contribution Contribution

 7/12/94 [Unknown] $100,000 Hong Kong

8/9/94 $1,000 DNC

8/9/94 $10,000 DNC

11/4/94 Yi Chen Liu $220,000 California

12/6/94 $40,000 DNC

12/22/94 $40,000 DNC
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1995
Date Payment Received Amount Origin of Political Recipient of 

From Received Transfer Contribution Contribution

1/9/95 Yi Chen Liu $20,000 New York

3/17/95 $50,000 DNC

4/8/95 Yi Chen Liu $100,000 California

4/8/95 $125,000 DNC

4/21/95 Gold Treasure, $234,985 Canada/
Ltd. Bank of

China
7/5/95 Strong Ever Inv., $99,985 Bank of

Ltd. China NYC/
Hong Kong

9/14/95 China Nationalities $49,985 Bank of
Int’l Trust & Inv. China/NYC

9/21/95 $20,000 Clinton/Gore
‘96

10/12/95 Gold Treasure, $69,984 Hong Kong
Ltd. Bank of

Canada
10/19/95 Brilliance Fin Co $129,985 Bank of

Ltd, HK China NYC/
Hong Kong

10/19/95 25,000 Africare
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1996
Date Payment Received Amount Origin of Political Recipient of 

From Received Transfer Contribution Contribution

2/1/96 Chan Koon Wai $199,985 Hong Kong

$25,000  Back to
Business

2/7/96 Sundart Engr Ltd - $19,985 China
Beijing

6/3/96 Zhen Fa Int’l Inv $101,985 Chase Bank
New York

6/10/96 Johnny Chung $24,980 Standard
(HK) Chartered

Bank
Hong Kong

6/14/96 $20,000 DNC

6/30/96 $2,000 John F. Kerry
(D-MA)

7/15/96 Johnny Chung $190,000 Standard
(HK) Chartered

Bank
Hong Kong

7/25/96 $20,000 DNC
7/19/96 $25,000 DNC

8/19/96 Johnny Chung $19,980 Standard
(HK) Chartered

Bank
Hong Kong

8/15/96 Johnny Chung $79,980 Standard
(HK) Chartered

Bank
Hong Kong

8/23/96 HOMKO Intl $99,988 Shanghai
Finance (Holdings) Commerce

Bank
8/29/96 Bu Ming Trading $99,990 Hong Kong
9/6/96 $1,000 Loretta

Sanchez (D-
CA-46)
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9/12/96 $10,000 John F. Kerry
(D-MA)

9/24/96 $10,000 DNC
9/24/96 $20,000 DNC

9/24/96 $5,000 DNC
9/27/96 $10,000 DSCC

9/30/96 New Silver Eagle $80,000 New York
Holdings, Ltd.

10/4/96 Johnny Chung $150,000 China
10/4/96 Johnny Chung $170,000 Standard

Chartered
Bank
Hong Kong

White House/DNC Contacts and Johnny Chung’s Business Associates

At some point during the months of late 1994 and early 1995, Chung’s political activities
took on a new focus.  He began to spend less time attempting to line up clients for his blastfax
business and more time trying to help business and political leaders from the People’s Republic of
China make political connections in the United States.  Chung began to develop relationships with
numerous prominent Chinese figures, the first of which was the Chairman of the Haomen Group -
- Shi Zeng Chen.

Chung formed several corporations in Los Angeles with his Chinese associates. 
Documents produced by Chung show that he formed no fewer than eight companies with six
prominent Chinese nationals in 1995 and 1996.  These individuals include Shi Zeng Chen of the
Haomen Beer Company and Liu Chao-Ying of China Aerospace.

Financial records from most of those entities do not indicate significant financial activity
typical of an ongoing concern.  In fact, these companies appear to have engaged in no business
activity whatsoever.  Testimony from one of Chung’s employees, Irene Wu, indicates that these
companies had an entirely different purpose.  According to Ms. Wu, they were created not to do
business, but rather to help Chung’s associates obtain visas to visit the United States.  When
questioned about the purpose of one of these companies, Wu stated the following:
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‘The same purpose like I said earlier, for the three reasons that they form
companies.  It was Johnny’s way of talking to those people, for them to form a
company so it would be easier if they want to come and visit.  So it’s all for the
same reasons.  There was no business conducted in any of those companies at
all.”37

During questioning about the company Chung formed with Liu Chao-Ying of China
Aerospace, Wu suggested that Chung’s business partners even hoped to obtain permanent
residence in the United States through these companies:

“To my knowledge, all of these companies that were set up was because, first of
all, it was easier for them to come and visit if they have a company here.  They
could come and visit.  And secondly, eventually, it would be easier for them to get
residency here in the United States.  That’s my understanding of forming all those
companies.  And also if there are any business potential.”38

Wu did not have direct knowledge that Liu Chao-Ying or any of Chung’s other overseas
associates were actually seeking permanent residency.   However, she testified that Chung39

frequently wrote letters of invitation to his Chinese associates to assist them in getting visas to
come to the United States:

Q. “Did Johnny Chung ever mention needing to write letters to overseas
individuals in order to assist with their acquiring visas?”

A. “Invitation letters.  We did a lot of invitation letters.”40

Documents produced to the Committee by the U.S. State Department verify that Chung’s
associates in China, including Liu Chao-Ying of China Aerospace, did indeed bring these letters to
U.S. consulates to acquire visas.41
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Shi Zeng Chen and the Haomen Group

Among the earliest instances of Johnny Chung leading overseas businessmen into the
White House was Shi Zeng Chen of the Haomen Group Company.  The Haomen Group is the
second largest beer manufacturer in China.   Irene Wu, Johnny Chung’s main assistant at AISI,
said that Shi Zeng Chen was one of Johnny Chung’s first contacts in China.  She said:

 “I would know, like Haomen -- the President of Haomen.  I know he’s one of the
first persons that Johnny met in China, and through him, Johnny met a lot of other
people. ... How they met, I would not have any idea.”42

According to an article in the China Youth Journal, Chung met Shi Zeng Chen through
Haomen’s U.S. Representative, Ms. Yao, who had met a Los Angeles immigration attorney and
AISI shareholder Larry Liou after Haomen opened an office in Los Angeles.  43

1. The White House Holiday Reception:

Shi Zeng Chen and Haomen Assistant President Yei Jun He attended a White House
holiday reception along with Johnny Chung on December 20, 1994.   They met the President and44

the First Lady and had their pictures taken with them.45

Chung had initially requested, in a December 14, 1994 letter to DNC Finance Director
Richard Sullivan, that Shi Zeng Chen and Yei Jun He be admitted to the President’s radio address
on December 17 and lunch at the White House mess.  In his letter, which he appears to have
written from Taiwan, he states cryptically:

  “He (Shi Zeng Chen) will play an important role in our future party functions.”46
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Sullivan testified that he did not assist Chung in getting into the White House, but referred
him to Eric Sildon, the Director of National Membership Services at the DNC.   Sildon wrote to47

David Leavy, Staff Assistant to the Press Secretary at the White House, requesting that “Mr.
Johnny Chung, a DNC Managing Trustee from Los Angeles and his guest” be provided two spots
at the December 17 radio address.   Sildon wrote, “Chung was extremely supportive of our48

recent event in California with Mrs. Clinton and will be meeting with Debra DeLee, Chair of the
DNC, on Monday to reiterate his commitment for strong future support of the Party.”49

Chung did not get the invitation to the President’s radio address on the 17th, as he had
requested.   Instead, according to the China Youth Journal article, Shi Zeng Chen and Yei Jun He
were scheduled to visit the White House on Sunday, December 18. However, that visit was
postponed after a pedestrian fired shots at the White House.    50

On the morning of Monday, December 19, Chung and the Haomen Group delegation went
to DNC headquarters to meet with DNC Chairwoman Debra DeLee.   FEC records show that51

Chung made a $40,000 donation to the DNC through AISI at around the same time.52

That afternoon, Chung and the group went to the White House for lunch at the White
House mess.  WAVES records show that Chung was cleared into the White House at 12:30 p.m.

 The author of the China Youth Journal article accompanied the group, concealing his identity53

as a reporter for the Xinhua News Agency by posing as an assistant to Shi Zeng Chen.   He54

reported  that Chung and the group were met at the White House gate by White House aide
Lenore Lewis and bypassed some security measures.    Shi Zeng Chen brought a 6-pack of55

Haomen beer into the White House, which the group thought would be prohibited.  After lunch,
they toured the White House.56
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Later that Monday afternoon, the Haomen delegation visited the Commerce Department. 
A week earlier, on the same day that Chung wrote to Richard Sullivan about visiting the White
House, he also wrote to Mark Harris, Deputy Chief of Staff at the Commerce Department,
seeking a meeting for Shi Zeng Chen.   The date on the letter is December 14, 1995 instead of57

1994, but this appears to be an error.

According to the China Youth Journal article:
  

“In the afternoon, Yei Jun He joined us and went to many Department of
Commerce offices for meetings and the U.S. officials indicated that they were
willing to help him push for the sale of Haomen Beer in this country.”58

The Haomen delegation was apparently scheduled to return to the White House to see the
President during the day on Tuesday, December 20, but there were several delays.   According to59

the China Youth Journal: 

“[i]t later turned out that President Clinton’s advisors were split in their opinion
whether to receive Chen.  Some said that Clinton should not receive a member of
the Communist Party.  Others disagreed.  Finally, Clinton decided that if the
United States wants to do business in China, he must receive Communist Party
members since most Chinese business officials are Communist Party Members ...
[Chen] is a 3rd generation Communist Party member.”60

That evening, Chung escorted Shi Zeng Chen and Yei Jun He to the holiday reception in
the White House residence.    The President and Mrs. Clinton received the Haomen executives61

privately before the reception and had photos taken with them.   The Haomen executives62

reportedly used the photos with the President and the First Lady in advertisements in China.   It63

has also been reported that the ad prompted other Chinese officials to call on Chung, leading to
the “China Delegation” that attended the President’s Radio Address in March 1995.      64
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2. Shi Zeng Chen’s Son:

As a favor to Shi Zeng Chen, Chung gave his son, David Chen, a job with AISI.   Chung65

gave David Chen the title of “Special Assistant to the Chairman,” and put him in charge of AISI’s
Beijing office. However, David Chen’s business card has the same address as the headquarters of
Haomen Group in Beijing.   According to Ms. Wu’s testimony, David Chen’s title was for show,66

and he did not actually perform any work for AISI:

“The office -- the real AISI office in Beijing was set up much later, 1996. 
The card you show me, two offices with David Chen’s business card, that wasn’t
really an office.  It was just a title given to David and, you know, for show
purpose.  That was not a real office.”   67

David Chen was present when the “China Delegation” visited the White House in March
1995 and attended President Clinton’s Radio address.   His presence raises important questions68

about the involvement of the Haomen Group in these events.

3. Joint Companies in California:

Subsequent to these events at the White House, Chung formed two companies in Los
Angeles with President Shi Zeng Chen and Assistant PresidentYei Jun He of the Haomen Group.

On April 21, 1995, Johnny Chung and Shi Zeng Chen formed Yuangao International, Inc.
in Artesia, California.   On October 27, 1995, the company issued 9,900 shares to Beijing69

Gaoyuan Trading Company.   According to Irene Wu, Gaoyuan is a company controlled by70

Haomen’s Yei Jun He.  Johnny Chung received 100 shares on the same date.   71 72
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Yuangao’s 1995 Federal tax return indicates that the company had no income and incurred
a net loss of $35,617.   The return lists Beijing Gaoyuan Trading Company as a foreign entity73

that owned more than twenty-five percent of Yuangao’s voting shares.   Yuangao’s bank74

account indicates few transactions over $1,000, and little activity.75

On June 1, 1995 Johnny Chung and the two Haomen officials formed Sino-American
Economic Development, Inc. (“SAED”).   California State filings list Chung and Shi Zeng Chen76

as officers and directors of the corporation.   The filings also indicate that the purpose of SAED77

is import/export, general trading and telecommunications.   SAED issued 10,000 shares of stock78

split in the following manner: Shi Zeng Chen (3,000 shares/$15,000), Johnny Chung (3,500
shares/$17,500) and  Jun Yei He (3,500 shares/$17,500).   Statements from SAED’s bank79

account indicate incoming wire transfers totaling $20,000 from Sundart Engineering, Ltd. of
Beijing in April 1996.  80

Shi Zeng Chen and Yei Jun He were Chung’s guests at a Clinton/Gore ’96 fund-raiser on
September 21, 1995.    The event was a Southern California Presidential Gala held in Century81

City.  Chung squired a delegation of 24 people to the dinner, many of whom were Chinese
nationals.  Chung used his employees and their friends as straw donors to illegally contribute
$20,000 in connection with the event.  Those contributions were among the charges to which
Chung pled guilty in March 1998.82

The China Delegation

In February 1995, Chung began to petition the White House and the DNC to get a
meeting with the President for what came to be known as the “China delegation.”  A February 2,
1995 e-mail from Calvin Mitchell at the National Security Council indicates that Chung had met
with him to discuss the impending visit of one member of this “China delegation.”  In his e-mail to
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his NSC colleagues Roseanne Hill, Stanley Roth and Robert Suettinger, Mitchell mentioned that
he had met “several times” with Johnny Chung, “who is a big Clinton supporter.  He has told me
that Mr. Zheng Hongye, Chairman, China Chamber of International Commerce, China Council for
the Promotion of International Trade, the China Member Committee of the Pacific Basin
Economic Council, will be traveling to the U.S. sometime this spring.  If Johnny contacts me
again to meet this guy, I’ll let you all know.”  83

1. Seeking Access:

Instead of contacting Mitchell, Chung contacted DNC Finance Director Richard Sullivan. 
In a letter faxed to Sullivan on February 27, 1995, Chung wrote:  

“I am going to need your help again.  I am bringing with me the delegation from
China.  This is a group of very important and powerful business leaders from
China.  They will be in D.C. from 3/7 to 3/11 and will be staying at J.W.
Marriott....  Enclose [sic] please find the name list and their personal information. 
As I have mentioned on the phone, their main purpose would be as follows:

1) Meet President Clinton
2) Meet Vice President Al Gore
3) Have lunch at the Mess (White House)
4) Tour the White House
5) Meet Secretary Ron Brown

Please help me make arrangements accordingly.  Thank you in advance for all your
help.  I will see you soon.”   84

At the bottom of the letter, there is a handwritten note that states: “Meet Don Fowler.” 
Sullivan testified that it was his handwriting, and that either Chung or his assistant, Irene Wu,
called to request that meeting.   Sullivan passed along the request and Chung’s delegation did85

meet with Fowler.86
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Attached to the letter was a list of names of the delegation, with their biographies.  They
included:

* Zheng Hongye: Member of the Seventh and Eighth Chinese People’s Political
Consultative Conference, Chairman of the China International Economic and
Trade Arbitration Commission, Chairman of the China Maritime Arbitration
Commission, Chairman of the Economic and Trade Coordination Committee for
the Two Sides of the Straits, Chairman of the Association of China Foreign
Service Trade and a concurrent professor of Xiamen University.  He also is
Chairman of the China Committee of the International Chamber of Commerce.

* Sheng Huaren:  President of China Petro-Chemical Corporation, Chairman of
China International United Petroleum and Chemicals Co. Ltd, and concurrently
Vice Chairman of China-Korea Economic Council.

* Huang Jichum:  Director and Vice President of China International Trust and
Investment Corporation (CITIC) in charge of investment and trade both at home
and abroad as well as enterprise management.  

* Wang Renzhong:  Shanghai Vice Chairman, President of Shanghai AJ
Corporation.

* James J. Sun: President of Xinjiang Taihe Enterprise Group Co. Ltd.   The Taihe
Group also consists of Taihe Real Estate Company.   87

When the delegation arrived in Washington, Sheng Huaren of China Petrochemical was
not among the group.  In his place, he sent his Vice President, Yan Sanzhong.

Testimony received by the Committee suggests that Zheng Hongye of the China Chamber
of International Commerce was the most influential member of the delegation.  Gina Ratliffe, who
worked as an assistant for Chung and who traveled to China with him a month later, described
Zheng as “the political link.”   She stated:88
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“The Chamber of Commerce dude seemed to be, and I could be wrong, but he
seemed to be the link between the higher-up officials.”89

“We spent a lot of time with him (Zheng).  We went to his home one afternoon.”90

On February 28, 1995, Chung also wrote to Ann McCoy in the White House visitor’s
office to reinforce his request:

“How are you?  We would like to request for your assistance again.  I am bringing with
me the delegation from China.  This is a group of very important and powerful business
leaders from China.  They will be in DC from 3/7 to 3/11, and as usual, please arrange for
a tour of the White House.  I have asked Mr. Richard Sullivan, Mr. Eric led [sic?] of DNC
and Mr. Mark Middleton to assist me in arranging a meeting with President Clinton, Vice
President Al Gore and a lunch at the Mess in the White House.  It would be ideal if you
could arrange a tour either before or after the lunch at the Mess.”91

On March 1, 1995, Richard Sullivan and Ari Swiller, Director of the DNC’s Trustees
Program, wrote a memo to DNC Chairman Don Fowler’s office requesting a meeting on March
8th for Chung and his associates from China with Fowler.  The memo discussed Chung’s
contributions of “$94,000 to the DNC” and the fact that he had raised an additional $40,000. 92

The memo stated that “$60,000 of this was for a DNC fundraising luncheon with the First Lady in
Los Angeles on December 3rd, our first fundraiser after the November elections.”    The memo
mentioned, “Johnny also does a great deal of business/trade with China” and stated that his group
“will be meeting with Secretary Brown earlier in the day.”  Sullivan and Swiller enclosed the list
of names and their biographies for Fowler.

2. Sullivan’s Doubts:

Although Sullivan had apparently assisted Chung in getting the officials from the Haomen
Group into the White House mess in December 1994, Sullivan testified that he did not assist him
with these Chinese nationals in February 1995. Sullivan told the Senate in a sworn deposition: 
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“Johnny had showed up at the DNC and . . . said that he would make a
contribution to us of $50,000 if I would get he and five members of his entourage
into a radio address with the President . . . I think he had contributed about
$100,000 to that point over the past year, and the fact that -- him showing up with
these five people from China. . . .  I had a sense that he might be taking money
from them and then giving it to us, you know.  That was my concern.  So I said, I
said, I said I wouldn’t do it.”  93

In his deposition with the Government Reform Committee, Sullivan amplified these
concerns.  He testified that he suggested to Fowler that DNC officials review Chung’s
contributions to make sure they were legal:

“In March of 1995, ... after Johnny had contributed approximately about $90,000
to date, I asked — and when Don Fowler gave me a $50,000 contribution from
Johnny that he made in March, I suggested to him that I thought it would be wise
for him to have a conversation with Joe Sandler [DNC Counsel] in regards to
taking more money from Johnny Chung.”94

“I didn’t get a fog horn and shout, ‘Don’t take Johnny Chung’s money,’ I just
suggested to Don Fowler that he have a conversation with Joe Sandler.”95

Fowler has denied receiving such a warning from Sullivan, stating that, “I have no memory
of that.  It’s all news to me.”   However, Sullivan’s attorney, Bob Bauer, told the Washington96

Post that Sullivan stands by his recollection of events.97

Despite his evident concerns, Sullivan did assist Chung in getting the China delegation in
to see Fowler.  Fowler welcomed them and posed for pictures with an arm around Chung’s
shoulder.   98
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3. The Haomen Beer Connection:

While Shi Zeng Chen of the Haomen Group was not included in this delegation, his son,
David Chen, did travel with them.   Three days prior to the group’s arrival in Washington, the99

Haomen Group transfered $150,000 to Johnny Chung’s bank account.  The money was transfered
through the Bank of China and a company listed as “Winlick Investments, Ltd.”100

The wire transfer carried the following notation: “Payment for goods -- Haomen.” 
However, testimony from Chung’s employees casts doubt as to whether Haomen owed Chung
money for any work he performed.  Chung’s office manager, Irene Wu, testified that she was not
aware of any payment Chung received for goods or services he provided to Haomen.   His101

bookkeeper, Nancy Lee, testified in a similar vein:

Q. “Are you aware of a $150,000 payment from the Haomen Group to Johnny
      Chung in March of 1995?”

A. “I don’t remember.”

Q. “Are you aware of any invoices sent to the Haomen Group?”

A. “No.”

Q. “Do you know of any services provided by Johnny Chung to the 
       Haomen Group?”

A. “I don’t know.”102

Given the proximity of this wire transfer to the $50,000 contribution Chung gave to the
DNC, and given the presence of Zhi Zeng Chen’s son in the delegation, it is reasonable to
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conclude that this money was sent to Chung to enable him to make this contribution so that the
requested meetings could be obtained.   Prior to the transfer, Chung’s bank account did not
contain sufficient funds for him to make the contribution,  which he presented to the First Lady’s103

Chief of Staff, Margaret Williams, on March 9, 1995.  The Committee has been unable to
question Mr. Chung about this matter due to his assertion of his Fifth Amendment rights.  The
Committee has also been refused visas by the Chinese government and has been unable to travel
to China to interview representatives of the Haomen Group.

4. $50,000 “Opens the Gates” - Meeting with the First Lady

Having failed to get his requests filled through the DNC, Chung apparently turned to the
First Lady’s office on March 8, 1995.  Up until this time, according to WAVES records, Chung
had little contact with the First Lady’s office.  Evan Ryan, the assistant to the First Lady’s Chief
of Staff, Margaret Williams, has testified that she recalls meeting him at some point in the Old
Executive Office Building when he stopped by her office, but she does not remember when.  She
says she learned that he was a trustee of the DNC and that he was from Los Angeles and ran a fax
business.    It should be noted that none of the WAVES records indicate that Ryan WAVED in104

Chung until March 9, 1995.  After that, Ryan WAVED in Chung almost 20 times.   In fact, after105

March 9, 1995, Chung was admitted to the White House almost exclusively by Ryan.  Prior to
this, Chung was WAVED in by various White House employees.

5. Johnny Chung’s Account:

In a Los Angeles Times article on July 27, 1997, Johnny Chung provided the following
account of how he came to give $50,000 to the DNC in March 1995. Chung claims he was
seeking “VIP treatment for a delegation of visiting Chinese businessmen when he was asked to
help the First Lady defray the cost of White House Christmas receptions billed to the Democratic
National Committee.”   “I see the White House is like a subway: You have to put in coins to106

open the gates,” Chung has said.    In this interview, Chung says he felt he had a special107

relationship with Hillary Clinton because he says he had met her years earlier at the governor’s
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mansion in Little Rock, Arkansas, while touting his new fax service.  Since then, according to the
Times, Chung was photographed with Mrs. Clinton on about a dozen occasions.108

As reported in the Los Angeles Times, Chung went to the First Lady’s office on March 8,
1995, and was greeted by Evan Ryan, then a staff assistant in the First Lady’s office.  He showed
her the business cards of his Chinese companions and asked if arrangements could be made for
them to eat lunch in the White House mess and meet Hillary Clinton.  Chung also asked if there
was anything he could do to help the White House.  After speaking with Maggie Williams, Ryan
returned saying: “Maybe you can help us.”109

Ryan explained that “the first lady had some debts with the DNC” from expenses associated with
White House Christmas parties.   Chung believes that Ryan mentioned a figure of around $80,000. 110

Ryan told him that she was relaying the request on behalf of Williams, who hoped Chung could “help the
first lady” defray those costs.111

“Then a light bulb goes on in my mind, I start to understand,” Chung said.   “I said I will help112

for $50,000.”   After making that commitment, Chung left the White House confident that his wish list113

would be substantially fulfilled.

The next morning, Chung went back to the White House and was escorted to Ryan’s desk in the
reception area of the First Lady’s office.  He said he gave her an unsealed envelope.  According to
Chung, Ryan lifted the flap and examined the contents.  Inside was his check  and a note to Williams,114

which he recalled said something like: “To Maggie -- I do my best to help.  Johnny Chung.”115

A short time later, Williams joined them and Ryan handed the envelope to her, according to
Chung.  Williams led him into her office and called to reserve a table for the Chinese delegation at the
White House Mess.  Williams has since told congressional investigators that she never looked at the
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check.  Chung said there was no need for her to look inside the envelope.  “I know she knew what was
inside, because to me it was her idea to help,” he said.116

Before the delegation convened for lunch in the White House Mess, Chung was advised that
another wish list item had been granted.  The First Lady could see them before addressing a teachers’
group that afternoon.  “Maggie set up everything,” Chung said.117

Later, waiting for Hillary Clinton in a White House reception room, Chung said he asked if the
First Lady had been informed of his donation and Ryan responded, “Yes, she definitely knows.”  118

According to Chung, when the First Lady met the delegation, she declared to Chung: “Welcome to the
White House, my good friend.”119

6. Evan Ryan’s Account:

Ryan cannot identify exactly when she met Chung and her testimony is not clear whether
she had met Chung prior to March 8, 1995, when she confirms he did stop by the First Lady’s
office.  On March 8, 1995, Chung had been WAVED into the Old Executive Office Building by
Brian Bailey from Erskine Bowles’ office.   Ryan testified that Chung “showed up” in her office120

that day unannounced.   Chung told her that he had this delegation visiting from China and “he121

would like to see if he could get them a tour of the White House, to the White House Mess, if he
could get them into the President’s radio address and if he could get a photo with Mrs.
Clinton.”   Chung also mentioned to Ryan that while he was in town, he would be donating122

money to the DNC.123

According to Ryan’s testimony, while Chung was still in the reception room, she went to
speak with Maggie Williams about Chung’s requests.   Ryan told Williams that “Johnny Chung124

was here and he had some businessmen from China here and he was hoping to get the tour, the
radio address, the Mess and the photo with Mrs. Clinton, and he was also going to be donating
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money to the DNC while he was here.”   Williams told her that they would see what they could125

arrange for him and “that it was helpful to know about his donation because then maybe that
would enable the DNC to pay off some of their debts.”   Williams never mentioned to her an126

amount that Chung could donate, and, according to Ryan, Ryan never mentioned to Chung a bill
of $80,000 that the DNC owed to the White House.   Ryan then returned to Chung and told him127

that they would try to set up some of these requests.   Chung was “very pleased” and “said he128

hoped that Maggie got credit for his donation.”   129

By the end of the day, each of Chung’s requests, with the exception of the radio address,
had been scheduled.  Ryan testified that she contacted the Visitor’s Office about the tour and
contacted the Mess about lunch.   Ryan also stated that Williams set up the photo with the First130

Lady.   Ryan believes Chung contacted her later that day and she then informed him that each of131

his requests had been scheduled.   132

The following day, March 9, 1995, Chung and his guests arrived at the Old Executive
Office Building and Ryan escorted them to the Mess for lunch.   After their lunch, Ryan believes133

that Ann McCoy, from the Visitor’s Office, took them on their tour.   From the WAVES134

records, Ryan believes that Chung and his guests left the White House and returned later that
day.   Ryan recalls that they were late for their photo with the First Lady.   As soon as they135 136

arrived, Ryan escorted them to the Map Room for their photo.   Ryan testified that Mrs. Clinton137

gave a general greeting to Chung, not the “welcome, my good friend” that Chung has claimed.138

Ryan further testified that Chung did not hand her the envelope containing his donation. 
“I remember that Mr. Chung was insistent that he wanted to hand this envelope directly to
Maggie Williams.  I remember he really wanted to see her and hand the envelope to her.”  139
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Chung and his delegation of Chinese businessmen returned to the Old Executive Office Building. 
Ryan told Williams that Chung was there and he wanted to speak with her.  Ryan said Williams
seemed “confused” at “why he was delivering a donation to the DNC through her.”   Ryan140

brought Mr. Chung to Williams’ office, where he handed the envelope to Williams.  Ryan
explained that she was standing near the door and does not remember hearing Chung say anything
to Williams.   Ryan testified that Chung never asked her whether the First Lady was aware of his141

contribution, so she never told him that she was.   142

7. Maggie Williams’ Account:

Williams does not remember the events of these two days as occurring all at once.   She143

remembers this sequence of events as “separate occasions.”   Williams does not recall Chung144

wanting to get his friends into the White House on that particular day.  She recalls Ryan asking
her if she should arrange a photo for Chung and she told her that she should.   Williams also145

recalls Chung requesting the use of her Mess account on a couple of occasions, which she
allowed.   Williams testified that Chung had used her Mess account prior to receiving his146

donation.147

Williams testified that Chung often asked her how he could give to the First Lady. 
Williams responded that he could not give to the First Lady, but could give to the DNC.   As to148

Chung handing her the check, Williams testified that she was:

 “[L]eaving the office and coming out into the vestibule, at which
point Mr. Chung enthusiastically said, I give to the First Lady, I
give to the First Lady.  I said something to the effect of, Johnny, I
have told you that you cannot give money to the First Lady, you
can give to the DNC, and I believe I told him that again and he
said, I am giving to the DNC, I am giving through you, I give
through you, I give through the First Lady’s office.  I told him
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again that he should just give it to the DNC.  He continued to be
somewhat insistent.  I wanted out.  I said, you know, I will take it, I
will give it to the DNC, and I think our encounter was, I don’t even
know if it was a minute or a minute and a half.”149

Williams stated that she never looked at the check, and did not even know it was in the
amount of $50,000 until she read about it in the newspapers.   She then placed the check in her150

out basket and assumed that Ryan or someone else would get the check to the DNC.   Williams151

is not aware of anyone in the First Lady’s office telling Chung about DNC bills for Christmas
parties.  152

8. Comparison of Accounts:  

The principal conflicts between these three accounts center around the alleged solicitation
of Chung’s contribution in the First Lady’s office and the delivery of his check the next day.

Regarding Chung’s donation, Ryan claims that Chung volunteered to her unsolicited that
he would be donating to the DNC while he was in town.153

Chung claims that after he made his request for assistance, Ryan left for about 15-20
minutes.  She returned saying she had spoken with Williams and said “maybe you can help us.” 
Chung has stated that Ryan told her that the First Lady had some debts with the DNC from
expenses associated with White House Christmas parties.  Chung believes Ryan mentioned a
figure of $80,000.   Chung also claims that Ryan told him that the request was on behalf of154

Williams, who hoped he could help the First Lady.   Chung states that it was at this point that he155

offered to contribute $50,000.156
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Ryan testified that she did leave Chung to speak with Williams about the requests, and
mentioned that Chung told her he would be donating to the DNC.   According to Ryan,157

Williams told her that they would see what they could arrange for him, and that perhaps his
donation would enable the DNC to pay off their debts to the White House.   Ryan stated that158

she never told Chung about the debts the DNC owed the White House, nor did she ever mention
a figure of $80,000.159

Williams has testified that she recalls Ryan asking if she could set up these requests for
Chung.   However, Williams states that she never mentioned to Ryan what Chung’s donation to160

the DNC would be used for.161

It is unlikely that Chung would have been aware of DNC debts to the White House unless
he had been informed of them by someone who worked there.  Given that Ryan recalls Williams
discussing the DNC debt with her, and that Chung recalls Ryan discussing the debt with him, it is
reasonable to conclude that the DNC debts to the White House were discussed with Chung at the
First Lady’s office.  However, without sworn testimony from Chung, it is not possible to
determine if this occurred before or after he offered his contribution.

Internal memoranda demonstrate that the First Lady’s office was being kept apprised of
the unpaid debts for the holiday receptions.  White House records of reimbursable political events
held at the White House in December 1994 show a bill of $236,060.90 for various Christmas
Holiday Receptions.   These records indicate that the billing date for these receptions was162

February 23, 1995 and the bill was paid in July of 1995.    A March 24, 1995 memo for Maggie163

Williams from the Chief White House Usher, Gary Walters, addressed the issue of unpaid bills for
collection “issued by the Executive Residence at the White House for fiscal years 1994 and
1995.”   The memo stated: “It is very obvious that unpaid bills are attributed to the DNC.”  164 165

Mr. Walters’ memo at this time notes various “Holiday events” in 1994 as being $41,291 and
“partially paid by the DNC.”   At this time Walters noted that there was $135,345.25 to be paid166
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by the DNC for FY 94.   In the memo, Walters noted that there was a “partial payment of167

$198,714.56" paid on March 15, 1995.168

Regarding the delivery of the check, Chung claims that he returned the next day and
presented Ryan with an unsealed envelope.  According to Chung, Ryan examined the contents169

of the envelope.  There was a note inside the envelope that stated: “Maggie - I do my best to help. 
Johnny Chung.”   A short time later, Williams joined them and Ryan handed her the check.  170 171

Ryan has testified that Chung insisted that he give the check to Williams, and that she arranged
for him to do so.   Williams has testified that Chung did hand her an envelope, but she never172

looked at the contents.   Williams does not recall Chung handing her any note.  173 174

Chung also has stated that he asked Ryan if the First Lady was aware of his donation and
she replied that she knew.   According to Ryan’s testimony, Chung never asked her if the First175

Lady was aware of his donation, and further, he had not handed Williams the check until after his
photo with the First Lady.176

9. The President’s Radio Address:

It appears that the First Lady’s office was able to fulfill all of Chung’s requests, as outlined
in his Feburuary 27 letter, except for the most important -- an invitation to the President’s radio
address. During his testimony before the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee on September
9, 1997, DNC Co-Chairman Don Fowler was questioned about his knowledge of how Johnny
Chung and his Chinese delegation were able to attend the radio address.  Mr. Fowler testified that
he did not become aware of Chung’s attendance at the radio address until sometime after the
election.  His assistant, Carol Khare, was involved with this, and he questioned her about it.  Ms.
Khare told Mr. Fowler:
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“She received a call from Mr. Chung and he asked her if he could attend the radio
address.  This was a relatively short period of time after we had come to
Washington.  She did not know anything about the process or procedures for
arranging such a visit.  And, so, she walked out into this area where three or four
people who work in my office were sitting and just posed the general question,
does anybody know how you get into the President’s radio address?”

“And one of the people there said, a friend of mine who works in the White House
arranged for people to get in to those addresses.  And, so, Mrs. Khare asked this
person to call her friend and make the inquiry.  This person did make that call and
the word back was that her friend, unnamed, and I do not know that person’s
name, said that he or she would arrange if it (sic) possible.  She reported that back
to Mrs. Khare, and Mrs. Khare called Johnny Chung back and gave him that
information." 177

Fowler testified that Ceandra Scott was the person who contacted a friend at the White
House.   Mr. Fowler did not know the person contacted at the White House.178

During her deposition, Ms. Khare explained that Chung had contacted her by phone and
asked for help.   Khare was not aware at the time that people attended the radio address.  179 180

Khare asked the staff assistants if they knew whether they could get people into the radio
address.   Ceandra Scott said that she knew someone at the White House who handled the181

addresses and would call them.   According to Khare, Ms. Scott called her contact182

immediately.   Scott returned to Khare and told her that Chung and the delegation could attend183

the radio address.184

Using the number that Chung had provided, Khare contacted Chung at the First Lady’s
office.   Khare explained that she knew it was the First Lady’s office because they answered the
phone, “Office of the First Lady.185
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Ceandra Scott recalled contacting the First Lady’s office late Friday afternoon to try to get
Chung and the delegation into the radio address.  Scott was not certain if she spoke with Williams
or someone else.  Shortly thereafter, she got a call back from the First Lady’s office and was186

told that Chung and the delegation could attend.187

Chung and the delegation did attend the radio address on March 11, 1995.  At the
conclusion of the address, Chung introduced the President to his Chinese associates.  Pictures
were taken with the President and each delegation member.  In addition, the delegation presented
the President with a large heart-shaped piece of jade.   All of this was captured on videotape by188

the White House photographer’s office.

10. National Security Council Staffers Raise Concerns About Chung:

According to Nancy Hernreich’s Senate deposition, the President became concerned about
the delegation after having had his picture taken with them:

A: As I recall it, the President said to me, “You shouldn’t have done that,”
or we shouldn’t have done that.”

Q: Done what?  Help me.

A: Well, the Chinese, have the Chinese at that radio address.

Q: Why not?

A: I don’t know.  He didn’t say.

Q: Did you have any understanding of what he was talking about?

A: Yes, generally.
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Q: What was your understanding?

A: Well, that these were foreign, either officials or, you know, inappropriate
foreign people.  This was my understanding of that.189

At this point, the National Security Council was brought into the picture.  White House
aide Kelly Crawford testified in her deposition that she has a vague recollection that the President
asked either Hernreich or herself who the delegation was, where their request came from and why
they were there.   The President also inquired as to whether anyone at the National Security190

Council knew that the delegation was attending the radio address.   Crawford has a vague191

recollection that she took the list of names of the delegation to Nancy Soderberg or to Tony
Lake’s office to have them determine if there was a “problem” with any of the names.192

As the NSC’s Director for Asian Affairs, Robert Suettinger was the logical choice to vet
Johnny Chung’s guests.  Suettinger, a CIA detailee to the NSC and an expert on Asian affairs,
evidently was contacted by Brooke Darby – an assistant to NSC Staff Director Nancy Soderberg
– about Chung’s request that the White House release photographs of the President with the
China delegation.193

Darby’s E-mail to Suettinger was on behalf of Presidential assistant Nancy Hernreich, who
was ultimately responsible for deciding whether or not to release the photographs to Chung.  The
E-mail was also sent to Stanley Roth, the Senior Director for Asian Affairs, and another NSC
staffer, Roseanne Hill.  According to Darby:

“An odd situation on which I need some guidance for the President’s office
ASAP:

A couple of weeks ago … the head of the DNC asked the President’s office to
include several people in the President’s Saturday Radio Address.  They did so,
not knowing anything about them except that they were DNC contributors.
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It turns out that they are various Chinese gurus and the POTUS  wasn’t sure194

we’d want photos of him with these people circulating around.  Johnny Chung,
one of the people on the list, is coming in to see Nancy Hernreich tomorrow and
needs to know urgently whether or not she can give him the pictures.  Could you
please review the list ASAP and give me your advice on whether we want these
photos circulating around?  (FYI - These people are major DNC contributors and
if we can give them the photos the President’s office would like to do so.)”195
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Suettinger did not object to releasing the photographs to Chung, but issued an explicit
warning about him for future reference.  His reply by E-mail is worthy of lengthy quotation:

“The joys of balancing foreign policy considerations against domestic politics …
I don’t see any lasting damage to U.S. foreign policy from giving Johnny Chung
the pictures.  And to the degree that it motivates him to continue giving to the
DNC, who am I to complain?  Neither do I see any unalloyed benefit either.  But
as far as the Chinese on the list are concerned, they all seem to be bona fide
(present or former) Chinese officials, with the possible exception of James Y. Sun,
“young entrepreneur and self made millionaire.”  Got some doubts there. 
Notwithstanding that, these guys will all hang the pictures on the wall and feel
grateful for the memory.  

But a caution – a warning of future deja vu.  Having recently counseled a young
intern from the First Lady’s office who had been offered a “dream job” by
Johnny Chung, I think that he should be treated with a pinch of suspicion.  My
impression is that he’s a hustler, and appears to be involved in setting up some
kind of consulting operation that will thrive by bringing Chinese entrepreneurs
into town for exposure to high level U.S. officials.  My concern is that he will
continue to make efforts to bring his friends into contact with POTUS and
FLOTUS  – to show one and all that he is a big shot, thereby enhancing his196

business ventures.  I’d venture a guess that not all of his business ventures – or
those of his clients would be ones that the President would support.  I also predict
that he will become a royal pain, because he will expect to get similar treatment
for future visits.  He will be persistent.”197

Suettinger was interviewed by the Committee on August 20, 1997.  When asked about the
aforementioned correspondence about Chung, he stated that Darby was acting on behalf of Nancy
Soderberg.  Darby wanted Suettinger to determine who Chung’s “Chinese gurus” were and
whether the release of the photos would embarrass the President.   He stated that he was not198

asked to vet these individuals prior to their invitation to the President’s radio address, but after he
received Darby’s request, he checked his handbook of Chinese officials.  After determining that
the release of the photographs would not harm U.S. foreign policy, he claimed that in addition to



Senior Director for Asian Affairs at the NSC and Suettinger’s direct superior.199 

Committee interview of Robert Suettinger, 20 August 1997. 200 

White House WAVES records201 

Committee interview of Robert Suettinger, 20 August 1997. 202

 Committee interview of Melanie Darby, August 1997.203

  JCH15013.204

  Id.205

  JCH13699.206

  Id.207

-36-

 warning Darby about Chung being a “hustler,” he also warned Stanley Roth.   Suettinger was199

concerned that because of Chung’s status as a DNC trustee he would get “carte blanche”
treatment at the White House.200

Even after Suettinger’s warning, Chung was still permitted to visit the White House 23
times.   When asked about Chung’s many White House visits after the “hustler” warning,201

Suettinger expressed personal dismay.  He stated to Committee investigators that his initial
concerns about Chung were based on his knowledge of PRC and Taiwanese business practices,
evidently referring to widespread influence peddling.  Suettinger feared what he referred to as
Chung’s “own agenda” and felt that it was his responsibility to protect the President.   202

Darby was also interviewed by the Committee.  Even though Suettinger did not
recommend against releasing the pictures, Darby informed the President’s staff that they should
not release the photos.203

10. The Spielberg Fundraiser -- Chung Gets His Pictures:

Chung vigorously pursued the release of the radio address  photos with the President
through his numerous contacts.  On April 5, 1995, Chung wrote to Maggie Williams, requesting
her assistance in having the photos released before his upcoming trip to China.   Chung wrote, “I204

have learned from Richard Sullivan of DNC that the National Security Council is holding on to
those pictures.”   However, the photos were not released until after Chung contributed an205

additional $125,000 at an April 8  DNC fundraiser at the home of Director Steven Spielberg.

It appears that this donation, by far the biggest Chung ever gave, was at least partially
underwritten by AISI shareholder Yi Chen (George) Liu.  According to AISI records, Liu
purchased $100,000 of AISI stock on July 12, 1994.   He purchased another $150,000 worth of206

stock on November 4, 1996.   Liu’s business card describes him as “Special Assistant to the207
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Chairman, AISI,” and lists AISI’s California and Taiwan offices.   Liu and his father toured the208

White House in 1995 and attended a Kathleen Brown for Governor event in San Francisco.209

Liu accompanied the “China Delegation” to the White House in March 1995.   He also210

accompanied Chung on his April trip to China,  the trip for which Chung was desperate to211

acquire these photos.  On April 8, 1995 Liu paid Chung $100,000.   That same day, Chung212

contributed $125,000 to the DNC in order to attend a fund-raiser at Steven Spielberg’s home.  213

Liu accompanied Chung to the event.214

In her deposition, Chung’s assistant, Gina Ratliffe, describes Liu in this way: “George had
a ton of money of his own. ... George just seemed to have fun with life.”215

On April 11, 1995, three days after the Spielberg event, Chung received a fax from Carol
Khare in Don Fowler’s office: “The White House assures me that you now have the pictures --
Hurray!  If you don’t, give me a call.  Have a good trip.”216

Both Hernreich and Crawford testified at the Committee’s November 13 hearing that they
believed the photos were not released to Chung.  However, Gina Ratliffe, a former intern in the
First Lady’s office who went to work for Chung, testified that she went to the White House to
pick up the photos prior to her departure to China with Chung.217

Chung was accompanied on his subsequent trip to China by his assistant, Ratliffe.  She
was an intern in the First lady’s office when Chung hired her to handle logistics and social
arrangements for groups that he brought to Washington.  They left Los Angeles for China on
April 12, 1995, and returned on April 25.218
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She states in her deposition that they spent a great deal of time with officials from the
Haomen Group and China Petrochemical.   She also states that James Sun, the Chinese219

entrepreneur who attended the Radio Address at the White House, came to Beijing to meet
them.   During the trip, Chung’s group visited the Forbidden City to visit Vice Premiere Lee.220 221

Chung Tries to Assist in Releasing Harry Wu

Chung’s actions in the summer of 1995 indicate that Suettinger’s concerns about his
personal White House “agenda” were well founded.  On July 25, Chung’s assistant at AISI, Irene
Wu, faxed a letter on Chung’s behalf to Presidential aide Betty Currie requesting that President
Clinton write a “credential letter” for Chung’s forthcoming trip to China.   On the same day,222

Chung also faxed Currie on the same subject,  enclosing a letter he received from DNC223

Chairman Don Fowler that commended Chung for his efforts “to build a bridge between the
people of China and the United States” and for being “a friend and a great supporter of the
DNC.”224

 
Chung planned to use his trip to China in late summer 1995 to play the role of unofficial

White House envoy in facilitating the release of imprisoned human rights activist Harry Wu.   Wu,
a Chinese-born American human rights activist, was arrested and detained in Wuhan Province225

earlier in the summer by PRC authorities when he attempted to enter China secretly.   His226

detainment caused an uproar in the international community; California Senator Diane Feinstein
and her husband Richard Blum – both of whom have high-level Chinese contacts – traveled to
Beijing to aid in the Wu negotiations.   The arrest and outcry presented Chung with an227

opportunity to raise his profile with Beijing and the White House by attempting to portray himself
as the President’s personal envoy in seeking Wu’s release.
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Troubled by Wu’s arrest, Chung sought to talk to the President at a DNC reception in
California in July 1995.  When he spoke to the President in the receiving line, Chung told him of
his intention to use his own contacts in China to press for Wu’s release.    Chung recalls that the228

President encouraged him, jabbing the air with his finger and saying that he should, “Tell them
they have no right to arrest U.S citizens.”  According to Chung, the President said, “We have
enough problems between our countries.  We don’t need any more.”  Chung recalls that as he
stepped away, Clinton called him back, pointing a finger at Chung’s heart and repeating: 
“Johnny--tell them.”229

Chung left the reception convinced that he was an envoy representing the interests of the
President of the United States, charged with obtaining the release of Harrry Wu.  

On July 24, 1995, Janice Enright, Assistant to Deputy Chief of Staff Harold Ickes, sent a
memorandum to National Security Advisor Anthony Lake documenting a telephone call she had
with the Executive Director of the DNC, Bobby Watson concerning Chung.  Watson had alerted
Enright about Chung’s plans to visit China to negotiate for Wu’s release on behalf of the
President.    The memo stated:230

Aparently, Johnny Chung, A Dnc Trustee, I s traveling with a group of people to
China and meeting with the President of China this week.  His mission is to
negotiate the release of Harry Woo.

Mr. Watson wanted to alert us that Mr. Chung plans to represent to the President
of China that he is sanctioned by President Clinton in his efforts to get Mr. Woo
released.  He bases this representation on the fact that he recently saw the
President during his trip to California and metioned to him (I believe on a photo
line) what he was doing in this regard.  Apparently, the President was supportive. 
To what extent, is unclear but nevertheless, it is being construed as a validation
and will be represented that way to the President of China.231
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The NSC’s Robert Suettinger was tasked to investigate the matter and concluded that:

Johnny Chung’s attempt to get Harry Wu released is very troubling, in part
because I was not able to contact the DNC in time to get them to discourage
Chung from involving himself in this diplomatically difficult and high stakes
issue.232

While Chung was unsuccessful in getting a credential letter from the President, he did
receive something similar from DNC Co-Chairman Don Fowler, a matter of some concern at the
NSC.  Suettinger stated that “the credential letter that the DNC provided was one thing and all we
can do is hope that the Chinese recognize that his message should be treated with caution.”233

According to the Los Angeles Times, in the summer of 1995, the Chairman of China
Petrochemical, Huaren Sheng, arranged for Chung to meet with a senior official from the Chinese
foreign ministry in Beijing to discuss the detention of Wu.   At this point, the Committee is234

unable to determine what if any impact Chung’s meddling in this tense situation might have had. 
However, it is troubling that, when so many people at the DNC and the White House had been
put on notice that Chung was preparing to intrude into a sensitive diplomatic matter, nobody
intervened.

The Century City Fundraiser

September 1995 brought the political event that would eventually prove to be Johnny
Chung’s legal undoing.  Chung brought a large group of Chinese associates to a Clinton/Gore ‘96
fundraising dinner in Century City, California on September 21.  He attempted to pay for his
guests with a large, soft money contribution to the DNC.  However, Clinton/Gore could not
legally  accept contributions in excess of $1,000 from a single individual.  The next day, Chung
enlisted his employees to generate a series of $1,000 conduit contributions to pay for the event. 
This scheme was the centerpiece of the criminal information filed by the Justice Department to
which Chung pled guilty in March 1998.235
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In 1995, Chung became a member of the Clinton/Gore ‘96 Southern California Finance
Council by making a commitment to Clinton/Gore National Finance Chairman Terry McAuliffe to
raise $100,000 for the campaign.   Chung was later pressed to fulfill his commitment.  He236

received an August 5 form letter from the campaign urging him to line up guests for the Century
City dinner.   As the September 21 dinner approached, Chung was contacted by Kimberly Ray,237

Deputy Finance Director for Southern California for Clinton/Gore ‘96.  Ms. Ray wrote, “Please
send list of names for seating arrangements ...   Johnny, I’m not showing any individual
commitments or contributions toward your 100K commitment you made to Terry.  Time is
running out.  Please advise.”238

1. The Guest List:

On September 19, 1995, Chung faxed a guest list of 24 people to Karen Sternfeld,
Clinton/Gore ‘96 Deputy Finance Director for Southern California.   The list included himself239

and his wife, his parents, and several AISI employees and stockholders.  It also included a dozen
Chinese nationals who were not eligible to contribute to Clinton/Gore.  Prominent on the list were
the President and Assistant President of the Haomen Group, ShiZeng Chen and Yei Jun He. 
According to testimony from Chung’s assistant, Irene Wu, most of the remaining overseas guests
were friends and associates of Mr. He.   As noted earlier, Wu has testified that the Haomen Beer240

officials were Chung’s first substantial contacts in China, and that they introduced Chung to many
other people.

Chung went on to develop business relationships with several of these individuals,
including Bin Liu, who has been identified as the son of a high-ranking Chinese general.   The241

list includes two other Chinese nationals with whom Chung went on to form companies in Los
Angeles: Mr. Shijin Yu of Honestwin Limited, and Bao Jian Cui of the Great Wall International
Culture Company.  These relationships will be detailed in a later section of this chapter.
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According to Karen Sternfeld, Johnny Chung brought a $25,000 check made out to the
Democratic National Party (“DNC”) to the Century City event.   Sternfeld later explained to242

Chung that contributions to Clinton/Gore ‘96 were limited to $1,000 per individual for the
primary election, and that his $25,000 check to the DNC was not acceptable.   243

2. Arranging Straw Donors:

The following morning, Sternfeld phoned Irene Wu at the AISI offices.  She informed Wu
that she still had Chung’s check, but that she could not accept it.  She told Wu that they could
only accept checks of up to $1,000.  Wu informed Sternfeld that most of Chung’s guests had
already left, and it would be difficult for her to get individual checks.  According to Wu, Sternfeld
told her that the individuals who contributed did not necessarily have to be the same individuals
who attended the event.244

Sternfeld told Wu that she and her colleagues from the campaign would be at a restaurant
that evening, and that Wu could deliver the checks to her there.245

When Chung arrived at the AISI offices, he entered Wu’s office and asked her to help him
enlist people to write checks to Clinton/Gore ‘96 in return for cash.  According to Wu:

“When he walked in, we knew we had to take care of this, so we started talking
about it, what needs to be done.  And so he said, ‘we have to find the individual
checks.’  And I understood it as part of my job in assisting him that I would have
to call around and get the checks together.”246

When Ms. Wu was initially contacted by Committee investigators in October 1997, she
asserted her Fifth Amendment right to remain silent and declined to be interviewed.  The
Committee voted to immunize Wu and  co-worker Nancy Lee on June 23, 1998.  Wu and Lee
were deposed in California by Committee staff on July 28 and July 29, 1998, respectively.
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Wu said that she and other AISI employees assisted Chung in distributing $1,000 cash
payments to friends and co-workers in return for $1,000 checks made payable to Clinton/Gore
‘96.   Committee investigators have interviewed 20 individuals, including Wu and Lee, who247

wrote those checks in exchange for cash.  Though their accounts vary somewhat as to what day
they made their contributions, they acknowledge doing so shortly after the date of the event.

The testimony of Sternfeld’s supervisor, Clinton/Gore ‘96 Southern California Finance
Director Kimberly Ray, is essentially consistent with that of Sternfeld.   Both Ray and Sternfeld248

deny having any knowledge that Chung reimbursed anyone for their contributions to Clinton/Gore
‘96.  249

3. Nancy Lee and Maxtech:

After writing a check of her own for $1,000 to the Clinton/Gore campaign and being
reimbursed by Chung, Irene Wu phoned Nancy Lee.   Lee worked as a part-time bookkeeper for250

AISI in the evenings.  During the day, she worked for Maxtech, a computer peripheral
manufacturer in Los Angeles.  Wu asked Lee to write a check to Clinton/Gore, which she did, and
to get similar checks from as many coworkers as possible.  All of the donors would be reimbursed
that day.251

Lee secured $1,000 checks from five coworkers at Maxtech; Kathy Chiang, Brenda
Hwang, Joyce Tsao, Anna Kulesza and Mike Wang.   Later that day, she received cash to252

reimburse her coworkers from Johnny Chung’s wife, Katherine.253

In late October 1997, committee investigators interviewed Anna Kulesza, Joyce Tsao and
Mike Wang at the offices of Maxtech.  All three confirmed that they were separately asked by co-
worker Nancy Lee to write $1,000 checks to Clinton/Gore ‘96, and that they were reimbursed in
cash.  Ms. Kulesza also told investigators that Ya-Hui Kao (Brenda) Hwang, who also had
contributed $1,000 to Clinton/Gore ‘96, passed away in early 1996.  They said that they had
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 never made political contributions and explained that they wrote the checks as a favor to Nancy
Lee.  They said that they did not know the legal implications of being reimbursed for their
contributions.254

In January 1998, committee investigators interviewed Kathy Chiang at the Maxtech
offices.  Like the others, she confirmed that Nancy Lee asked her to write a $1,000 check to
Clinton/Gore ‘96 in exchange for cash.  Ms. Chiang said that she did not have sufficient funds in
her checking account to cover the check.  Ms. Chiang filled out a deposit slip, and Nancy Lee
deposited the cash into her account.255

None of the Maxtech employees who made conduit contributions to Clinton/Gore ‘96
attended the September 1995 Century City fund-raising event.

4. Woody Hwang and Victoria Financial Services:

Irene Wu also enlisted the aid of her ex-husband, Woody Hwang, in securing checks for
the event.  Through his attorney, Woody Hwang asserted his Fifth Amendment right to remain
silent on January 27, 1998, and declined to speak with committee investigators.  Through
interviews and depositions, the Committee has learned that Hwang secured seven $1,000 checks
(including his own) to the Clinton/Gore campaign, and delivered them to Wu in exchange for an
equal amount of cash.256

In late January 1998, committee investigators visited the offices of Victoria Financial
Services (formerly Amazon Financial).  They interviewed employee Chun Ju Cheng about
contributions that she and other employees of that company made to Clinton/Gore ‘96.  Ms.
Cheng said that Irene Wu used to work for Pacific Title Company, which conducted business with
Victoria Financial.  Ms. Cheng said that she and other Victoria employees met Woody Hwang
through Irene Wu. 

Ms. Cheng said that Woody Hwang came to the offices of Victoria Financial and asked
several employees to write contribution checks in exchange for cash.  Ms. Cheng said that she and
the others agreed to do so in order to assist a friend.  She said that Mr. Hwang reimbursed the
contributors with cash one or two days later.
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Ms. Cheng said that she wrote two checks.  One on her account, and another on an
account that she shares with her mother-in-law, Meng Eng Sun. Ms. Cheng said that her sister-in-
law, Yen Ling Shao, also wrote a check at Woody Hwang’s request.  Ms. Cheng said that Shao is
sixty-two years of age, never worked for Victoria Financial, and is currently residing in either
China or Taiwan.

Ms. Cheng and a co-worker named Serena Cheng, who did not make a contribution to
Clinton/Gore ‘96, witnessed Woody Hwang’s solicitation of Susan Tan, who also wrote a check.
Susan Tan did not work for Victoria Financial.  They said that Tan was visiting the United States
and is currently overseas.  Serena Cheng and Chun Ju Cheng said that they do not know another
contributor named William Cheung, who also listed Victoria Financial as his employer when he
contributed $1,000 to Clinton Gore ‘96.

Ms. Cheng said that neither she nor the others who exchanged checks for cash were aware
that such action was illegal at the time that the exchanges were made.  None of the employees
attended a fund-raising event for Clinton/Gore ‘96 in connection with their contributions.257

5. Steven Lin, Chin Lin and Annie Ho:

Committee investigators also interviewed Steven Lin in late January 1998.  He said that
his wife, whose maiden name was Annie Ho, used to work part-time at AISI.

Steven Lin said that Annie Ho asked him and his sister, Chin Lin, to write a check with the
understanding that they would be reimbursed.  Steven Lin, Annie Ho and Chin Lin each wrote a
$1,000 check to Clinton/Gore ‘96.  Lin said that another AISI employee picked up the checks
from Ms. Ho at the offices of her other part-time employer.  Ms. Ho reimbursed Steven Lin and
Chin Lin the next day in cash.258

Shortly after speaking to Steven Lin, committee investigators contacted Annie Ho at her
home by telephone.   Ms. Ho confirmed that she asked Steven Lin and his sister to write checks to
Clinton/Gore ‘96 in exchange for cash, but could not remember whether it was Irene Wu or
Nancy Lee who asked her to make that request.259
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6. Xiaodong Shan and Tina Wang

Committee investigators also interviewed El Camino Junior College professor Xiaodong
(David) Shan in late January 1998.  When asked about a $1,000 check that he wrote to
Clinton/Gore ‘96, Mr. Shan said that he wrote the check at the request of a friend named Tina
Wang, who worked for Johnny Chung.  He said that Ms. Wang immediately reimbursed him for
his check with cash.  He said that he never attended a party or political event for Clinton/Gore ‘96
in connection with the check and was unaware that it is unlawful to be reimbursed for political
contributions.260

A few days later, committee investigators interviewed Tina Wang by telephone.  She said
that Irene Wu asked her and other AISI employees to write checks to Clinton/Gore ‘96 in
exchange for cash.  Ms. Wang said that she did not write a check because she did not have any
with her at the time.  Instead, she asked her friend, David Shan, to do so because he worked near
her office in Torrance.  Wang said that she did not attend a fund-raising event in connection with
Shan’s contribution.261

China Petrochemical Company (SINOPEC)

1. Introduction:

By the fall of 1995, Chung’s reputation in China for having access to the White House and
the top levels of the Clinton Administration was well established.  At this point, according to
Chung, he was asked by the Chairman of the China Petrochemical Company (SINOPEC), Huaren
Sheng, to set up meetings for him with President Clinton and Secretary of Energy Hazel
O’Leary.  262

Huaren Sheng had originally been scheduled to visit Washington with the “China
Delegation” that Chung brought to the President’s radio address in March 1995.  However, he
sent SINOPEC Vice President Yan Sanzhong in his place.
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According to the Los Angeles Times, Sheng had arranged in the summer of 1995 for
Chung to meet with a senior official from the Chinese foreign ministry in Beijing to discuss the
detention of human rights activist Harry Wu.263

One Energy Department memo described China Petrochemical, otherwise known as
SINOPEC, as China’s largest petrochemical company.  The memo states that SINOPEC produces
90 percent of China’s petrochemical products.     A letter from Chung to Treasury Secretary264

Robert Rubin states that SINOPEC has 80 subsidiaries and employs 700,000 people.  265

In mid-October 1995, Huaren Sheng led a 10-person delegation from China Petrochemical
to the United States  apparently seeking to explore cooperative agreements with U.S. companies. 
According to a briefing paper prepared for Energy Secretary O’Leary, the delegation had planned
to meet with officials from “ARCO, AMOCO, DuPont, Dow, Honeywell and Phillips.”266

Documents produced to the Committee, as well as depositions of officials at the Treasury
Department who met with Sheng, indicate the purpose of the trip.  SINOPEC was making plans
to expand its purchases of high-sulfur crude oil from Saudi Arabia in the coming years, but it
lacked refining capacity to process the oil.  The SINOPEC executives were seeking long-term
financing or cooperative agreements to expand their capacity.

China Petrochemical’s plight was spelled out in a letter Chung received from Yao Mu-
Chao of SINOPEC’s Planning and Research Division in December 1995:

“We have received your Nov. 21 letter to our President Mr. Sheng and he had
asked me to be in charge of this issue to discuss with you the processing of crude
oil from the Saudi Arabia.  

As you are aware of, the resources of crude oil from China is not sufficient for
China’s growing demand.  For the next several years, we would still need to
purchase crude oil from other countries.  With reasonable terms and conditions,
we would like to steadily purchase from Saudi Arabia.  The only concern is that
Saudi Arabia crude oil contains a high volume of sulfur that we would need to
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special process before it can be used by our refineries.  At the present moment,
SINOPEC’s refineries are not equipped to process a large volume of crude oil.

According to our initial calculation, it is possible for us to process eighty million
tons of crude oil within ten years.  We wish to make arrangements such that for
the first 5 years of purchase, SINOPEC can delay payment on one million tons of
crude oil purchase every year.  SINOPEC will use the capital to concentrate on
developing and reconstructing a few refineries. ... We would like to thank you
again for your help and hard work on bridging SINOPEC and the US
businesses.”267

Following a familiar pattern, Chung went to the DNC to try to arrange high-level meetings
at the White House, the Energy Department, and the Treasury Department.  As in previous
instances, DNC Chairman Donald Fowler and DNC Finance Director Richard Sullivan were
aggressive in helping Chung arrange these meetings.  At this point, Chung had given more than
$260,000 to the DNC.268

On Tuesday, October 17, Chung appeared at DNC headquarters armed with copies of
China Petrochemical’s annual report.   He also brought with him personal letters to Energy269

Secretary Hazel O’Leary and Treasury Secretary Robert Rubin asking them to meet with Mr.
Sheng.  The same day, the DNC faxed letters from Don Fowler to O’Leary and Rubin, calling
Chung “one of the top supporters of the Democratic National Committee,” and asking them to
meet with Huaren Sheng.   Despite Richard Sullivan’s stated reservations in March about270

helping Chung set up meetings for Chung’s Chinese associates, the fax cover sheet to the
Treasury Department bears Sullivan’s name.271

Chung also sought a meeting with Education Secretary Richard Riley, but was
unsuccessful.  Riley wrote to Chung on October 17, explained that he was unable to meet with
Sheng, but offered a meeting with Undersecretary Mike Smith in his place.272
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Ultimately, Chung secured a meeting for the Sheng delegation with Secretary O’Leary and
a White House tour on October 19, a brief meeting with the President for the SINOPEC
delegation that evening at the Africare dinner, and a meeting with Deputy Secretary of the
Treasury Lawrence Summers on October 23.  The trip to the Energy Department ignited a
controversy over whether access to Secretary O’Leary had been exchanged for a $25,000
contribution to her favorite charity, Africare.

2. Hazel O’Leary, Africare and the U.S. Department of Energy:

On Tuesday, October 17, while Chung was at the DNC enlisting Don Fowler’s assistance
for the China Petrochemical delegation, he had a chance meeting with lobbyist Wilson Golden.  273

Golden was a consultant for ICF Kaiser, an international engineering firm with large contracts
with the Department of Energy.  Golden had been asked by Secretary O’Leary on October 5 to
help raise money for the upcoming Africare dinner.   O’Leary was an honorary chairwoman of274

the dinner, and was being pressed by its organizers to help raise funds for it.   Golden and Chung275

met later that day at the Army-Navy Club.  The sequence of events that followed led to a flurry of
accusations of selling access to Secretary O’Leary and spawned a Justice Department
investigation.

On August 19, 1997, NBC Nightly News and Dateline NBC aired an interview of Chung
by Tom Brokaw.  Brokaw questioned Chung about his efforts to get a meeting with then
Secretary O’Leary.

Brokaw: You had some other Chinese friends come who were in the petrochemical
business.

Chung: Yes, sir.

Brokaw: You wanted to see Hazel O’Leary, who was then the Energy Secretary.

Chung: Yes, sir.
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Brokaw: You had a chance encounter with a lobbyist, who – someone who was
working with Ms. O’Leary.

Chung: Yes, sir.

Brokaw: And they knew that she had a favorite charity.  It’s Africare, is that the
name of it?

Chung: Yes, sir.

Brokaw: So what did they suggest to you?

Chung: They can set it up, a meeting, for us.  It would be nice if you make a
donation to Africare.

Brokaw: Were you surprised when someone could get you in to see Hazel O’Leary
if you would write a check to her favorite charity?

Chung: I begin to understand a little bit, but I am still a little bit surprised.

Brokaw: Yeah.  Who picked up the check?

Chung: There’s one gentleman, present himself as the Energy Department official,
and said I’m here to pick it up, the $25,000 check.

Brokaw: This is the check?

Chung: This is the check.

Brokaw: To Africare?

Chung: To Africare.
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Brokaw: A charity that the Energy Secretary supports, she sends over somebody
from the Energy Department to pick it up, and you get a meeting with her
with a very prominent Chinese petrochemical official.

Chung: Yes.276

 Chung repeated the allegation to the Los Angeles Times.  In an interview, Chung told the
Times that Golden referred him to the Director of the Energy Department’s Office of Economic
Impact and Diversity, Corlis Moody.  Chung told the Times that Moody agreed to set up the
meeting with Secretary O’Leary, and asked him to contribute $25,000 to Africare in return:

“In Moody’s office, Chung asked to arrange a Sheng-O’Leary meeting and said
that he was told ‘no problem.’

“In an interview with the Times last month, Chung said Moody
immediately added: ‘It would be nice if you provide a donation to Africare.’ 
Although Chung was not familiar with the charity, he said he was willing to donate
if it meant he could confirm a meeting for the visiting Chinese oilmen.

“‘I asked, how much? and she said $25,000 for a table’ at a fund-raising
dinner the next night, Chung said.”277

When Golden and Chung met at the Army Navy Club,  Golden was most interested in
setting up a meeting between ICF Kaiser, his client, and SINOPEC.   However, according to278

Golden, Chung was most interested in talking about himself and showing pictures.   Golden was279

able to briefly discuss the Africare dinner, and mentioned that the event would cost $25,000 per 
table.  He told Chung that both O’Leary and President Clinton would be there.   Golden then280

gave Chung Corlis Moody’s name and phone number and told him to contact her.   Golden281

contacted Moody after his meeting to tell her to expect a call from Chung.282
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Moody testified that she had two phone conversations with Chung that afternoon.  She
believes that she was first contacted by Chung about an hour after her call from Golden.  283

Moody denies that she asked Chung to contribute to the Africare dinner.  She stated that Chung
volunteered to buy a table for the Africare dinner and asked that she help him- make the
arrangements.  Chung also asked for a meeting with Secretary O’Leary.   Moody told Chung284

that she would work on both requests.285

An hour or two later, Moody received another phone call from Chung.  Chung wanted to
know whether the meeting with the Secretary had been scheduled.  Moody told him it had not. 
Chung also told her that he needed a formal, signed letter confirming the meeting with the
Secretary.  Moody testified that she tried to explain to Chung that he could not get a letter that
night confirming a meeting that had not been scheduled.   286

Moody described the conversation as being very long, starting when the sun was up, and
ending after the sun had gone down.  She stated that Chung was agitated and persistent.    The287

SINOPEC delegation was in Houston, with plans to travel to Chicago.  Chung was seeking a firm
commitment of a meeting before asking the group to change their travel plans.288

In the end, Moody says that she agreed to fax a draft letter to Chung.  She typed a letter
while she was on the phone with him and faxed it to him.    The contents of this letter have been289

hotly disputed, and have become the subject of a Justice Department investigation into possible
evidence tampering.290

According to Chung, the letter was a draft letter with three paragraphs from O’Leary to
Huaren Sheng.  It welcomed him to the U.S., invited him to a meeting with her at the Energy
Department, and included a paragraph inviting him and his delegation to the Africare dinner,
where they could meet the President.291
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Such a letter would have run afoul of the rules governing the conduct of executive branch
employees.  Such officials may not use official resources to promote charitable activities, and may
not use official letterhead to promote non-official events.292

Moody’s testimony about the letter is confused, at best.  In her deposition, she recalls
writing a letter from herself to Chung, not a letter from O’Leary to Sheng.     Later, when293

Justice Department investigators asked her to search her computer files for the letter, she was
unable to locate it.  Eventually, her secretary located a disk in her office which contained a letter,
but it was a letter to Huaren Sheng, unsigned, from Secretary O’Leary.294

The accounts of Chung and Moody about what happened the next day again conflict.

Chung told the Los Angeles Times that he called Moody early the next morning,
requesting a formal, signed version of the letter, and it was faxed to him about 9:30 a.m.295

Documents produced by the Department of Energy tend to corroborate Chung’s assertion. 
 The Department produced a copy of an autopen authorization form dated October 18, 1995.  296

At the top of the document, there is a handwritten note with the number assigned to this request
and “9:00 a.m.”   This time is consistent with when Chung claims to have received the fax.297

Chung went on to state that later that morning, while he was still in his bathrobe, an
Energy Department employee arrived at his apartment.   Chung stated that the employee
requested the check for the Africare dinner, and both faxes Chung had received.   The employee298

told Chung that the Energy Department’s General Counsel considered the letter improper.  299

Chung said that he gave the courier the check for $25,000 and both faxes, saying, “I don’t care,
as long as my guy gets his meeting.”300
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According to Moody, Chung arrived unannounced at the Energy Department that morning
to ask if the final letter from O’Leary was ready yet.  Moody informed Chung that it was not. 
Chung asked if he could wait for it, but Moody advised him that he should not and that she would
contact him when the letter was done.301

Moody stated that Johnny Chung called her again later that day, still inquiring about the
status of the letter. However, she said that during this call, Chung insisted that she help him get
the SINOPEC delegation into the White House to meet the President, and that if she did not, he
would not make the Africare contribution.  This made Moody angry, they argued, and she
eventually hung up on him.302

Department of Energy employee Howlie Davis was in Moody’s office at the time of this
conversation.  At this point, they discussed getting the faxed letter back from Chung:

A. “I think Mr. Davis and I both looked at each other.  I mean, he’s watching me
on the phone the whole time, he can hear my side of the conversation.  And I think
we both went, this guy, we can’t deal with this guy.  We need to get that letter
back, because Howlie was with me the night when I faxed the letter.”303

* * *

Q. “And why did you feel lik you needed to get that letter back?”

A. “Well now, I think that I’m recognizing that Mr. Chung is not who we think
Mr. Chung is.  I’m thinking Mr. Chung is a DNC trustee interested in facilitating
an arrangement for a Chinese delegation to meet with the Secretary of Energy, to
go to an Africare dinner; and at this point, having just had that conversation, I’m
not sure who I’m dealing with.  And I am already — I have sent him a letter in
writing suggesting that I’m working on getting him both of his requests, and this
guy is not who I thought he was.”304
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Later that afternoon, Chung called Moody back to apologize, and she accepted his
apology.  She agreed to continue working to arrange the meeting with O’Leary.   At this point,305

the SINOPEC delegation had received the two faxed versions of the letters from Chung, and was
en route to Washington.306

Moody further testified that Howlie Davis told her that he had gone to pick up the
$25,000 check for Africare, as well as the letter that Moody faxed to Chung.  However, Davis
said that he did so the morning of Thursday, October 19, not Wednesday, October 18, as alleged
by Chung.307

The letter produced to the Committee in response to its subpoena is an October 18 letter
from O’Leary to Sheng.  It has only two paragraphs, and there is no mention of the delegation
joining O’Leary and the President at the Africare dinner.   According to the Los Angeles Times,308

Chung told Justice Department investigators that the letter was altered from the version he
received. 309

On December 4, 1997, the Committee deposed Hazel O’Leary.  O’Leary testified that she
did not solicit the $25,000 contribution from Chung.  She explained that it was not until August
1997, almost two years later, that she even knew Chung was involved in any way with the
meeting with Huaren Sheng, whom she had met once before in China.310

In August 1997, O’Leary learned that NBC Nightly News was preparing a story about her
and Chung’s $25,000 donation to Africare.  O’Leary then contacted Moody, who informed her
about Chung, the donation to the Africare event and his connection with Huaren Sheng.   Prior311

to this conversation with Moody, O’Leary said that she was not aware that Chung had
contributed $25,000 to the Africare event.  She stated that the letter to Huaren Sheng was
autopenned, and that she had not seen it at the time.312



 Id., Pgs. 98-99.313

 Id.314

DOE00437-438315 

 WAVES at EOP 005032.316

 Rempel, William, and Alan Miller,“Donor’s Claim of Altered O’Leary Letter Investigated”, Los Angeles    317

                Times, September 22, 1997.
 Deposition of Corlis Moody, Pgs. 109-110.318

 Deposition of Wilson Golden, Pg. 37.319

-56-

O’Leary also testified during her deposition that, when interviewed by the Department of
Justice, she was shown a draft of a letter from her to Huaren Sheng.  She stated that the letter
welcomed him to the United States and invited him to meet with her at the Department of
Energy.   She then stated:313

“It went on in very bizarre language to say I am inviting you to attend a, I can’t
remember, an event at the hotel with the President of the United States. ...”
“Now, I want to be clear there was no mention of Africare and there was no
mention of the sum $25,000 in this draft letter that was shown to me.”314

Hauren Sheng and the SINOPEC delegation arrived at the Energy Department and met
with O’Leary between 3:30 and 3:45, according to O’Leary’s schedule.   By all accounts, the315

meeting was unremarkable.   

The delegation then went on to the White House for a White House tour.  White House
WAVES records indicate that Chung entered the White House at 4:30 p.m.  He was admitted by
Evan Ryan, the assistant to the First Lady’s Chief of Staff.    While they were there they were316

introduced to Presidential aide George Stephanopoulos.317

By the time the SINOPEC delegation arrived at the Africare dinner, Chung still had not
arranged for them to meet the President.  According to Moody, Chung encountered her at the
reception and pleaded with her to help him get to see the President.  Moody was not able to assist
him.   Chung also encountered lobbyist Wilson Golden, who had first mentioned the Africare318

dinner to him at the beginning of the week.  Chung also enlisted Golden’s help.  Golden
introduced Chung to a DNC employee by the name of Carol Willis, whom he asked to help
Chung.  In his deposition, Golden said, “I basically sort of turned it over to Carol, who apparently
arranged the meeting.”319
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According to the Los Angeles Times, Chung pushed his way to the front of a receiving line
and asked the President to meet the delegation.   A private meeting was arranged in a deserted320

ballroom where there was only a handful of presidential aides, security personnel and a White
House photographer.   Chung recalls Clinton saying “Johnny is a good friend [who has been]321

doing good things for the United States and China.”  The President also thanked Sheng, for what
Chung believes was his help to Chung in his efforts to free Harry Wu.  Pictures were taken and
the brief encounter was over.   322

The Chinese delegation left before the dinner to depart for Chicago.    According to323

Chung, O’Leary later came by his table to thank him for his support.   At one point during the324

dinner, Chung stopped at the table where Corlis Moody was sitting.  He was elated.  Moody
described the encounter this way:

“He comes up to my table and again grabs me.  This time I am sitting.  He kisses
me on the cheek and says, thank you, thank you.” ... I said, you are welcome.  I
am so glad everything worked out, that sort of thing.  He says to my husband, you
have the best wife in the world.  She has done this wonderful thing for me, and on
and on and on.” ... “Then he goes and sits down.  I never see him again.”325

On December 2, the Justice Department terminated its preliminary investigation to
determine if an independent counsel should be appointed for Mrs. O’Leary.  In her announcement,
Attorney General Reno stated, “The investigation developed no evidence that Mrs. O’Leary had
anything to do with the solicitation of the charitable donation.”326

The Attorney General’s notice to the court also stated that, “These circumstances, and
whether there may have been some unlawful conduct by some participants, warrant further
investigation by the Department of Justice.”327
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3. U.S. Department of the Treasury:

On Monday, October 23, 1995, the China Petrochemical delegation returned to
Washington for a meeting at the Treasury Department and a U.S.-China Business Council
lunch.    Despite DNC Co-Chairman Don Fowler’s letter to Secretary Robert Rubin, Rubin was328

apparently unable to meet with Sheng.    On Friday, October 20, Fowler sent a letter to then-329

Under Secretary for International Affairs Lawrence H. Summers, asking Summers to meet with
Sheng.   Summers agreed.330

Summers was joined at the Monday morning meeting by Todd W. Crawford, then the
Director of the Office of East and South East Nations, Todd T. Schneider, who was at the time an
international economist for the Department, and James H. Fall, then the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Developing Nations.  Schneider, Fall, Crawford and Summers were deposed by the
Committee in December 1997.

At the meeting, Sheng inquired about receiving long-term, low-interest loans from the
U.S. Government to finance energy development projects.   Schneider recalls Chung pulling him
aside before the meeting and informing him that Sheng wanted to ask for “a concessional loan
from the Treasury Department to finance energy development projects in west to northwest
China.”331

Schneider recalls the meeting this way:

“I believe Mr. Sheng was talking about the need for energy in the context of
China’s growing economy, and at some point Mr. Sheng raised the issue or made
the request of a loan from the Treasury Department to finance these energy
development projects in west to northwest China.

“I don’t recall the exact words.  Mr. Summers’ response was that the Treasury
Department did not make loans of this kind; that we had no funds for this purpose
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and it wasn’t the function of the Treasury Department in the U.S. to make these
kind of loans.”332

Notes taken by Crawford during the meeting reflect the conversation: “during next 5 year
plan — will expand factories.  Wants l-t low i. loan.”333

Schneider also recalls that either Sheng or Chung asked Summers if the Treasury
Department could use its influence with U.S. banks to convince them to make such loans to
SINOPEC.  Summers informed them that the Treasury Department did not do that.334

One official present at the meeting recalled it being suggested that Sheng contact the U.S.
Export-Import Bank for financial assistance.   Mr. Crawford’s notes indicate that someone at335

the Treasury Department attempted to set up a meeting for the delegation with the Chairman of
the Export-Import Bank, but that he was not in town.336

4. Lynn Cutler and the Back to Business Committee:

In February 1996, Chung was still attempting to help SINOPEC in its efforts to import
more Saudi Arabian oil.

According to press reports, Chung was referred to former DNC Vice-Chairwoman Lynn
Cutler by Maggie Williams in December 1995.   He chatted with her at a White House337

Christmas party, and on February 2, 1996, Chung contributed $25,000 to the “Back to Business
Committee,” an organization run by Lynn Cutler.   The mission of the Committee was to launch338

a media campaign to defend the President and First Lady against Whitewater-related charges.  339



  Id.340

  BTB00563.341

  Id.342

  Id.343

  JCH13433.344

  “Chinese Vice Premier, Exxon CEO Discuss Petrochemical Pact,” Xinhua News Agency,345

      October 17, 1997.

-60-

Chung also claims that he used his relationship with Cutler to gain a meeting with a
Commerce Department official, who discouraged him from investing in a petroleum business
venture.340

On February 7, 1996, Chung sent a letter to Lynn Cutler  apologizing for the delay in his
support for President Clinton and the First Lady.   He enclosed a copy of his correspondence341

with SINOPEC and requested a series of favors indicating that he was still hard at work on
SINOPEC’s behalf.  He requested:

 (1) a meeting with Ron Brown,
 (2) a meeting with the U.S. Ambassador and other officials in Saudi Arabia, and
 (3) that Cutler discuss the oil issue with the President.342

In the letter, Chung referred to a discussion with the President about his efforts on behalf
of SINOPEC during the White House Holiday Reception. 343

Chung also used his relationship with Ms. Cutler to schedule a meeting in Beijing with
Former Senator Jim Sasser (D-TN), now the ambassador to the Peoples Republic of China.  On
March 8, 1996, Ambassador Sasser sent a fax to Lynn Cutler at the Kamber Group.  He said that
Chung visited his office when he was not available.  He informed Cutler that he was searching
Beijing hotels for Chung in an effort to set up a meeting.344

5. Conclusion:

On October 13, 1997, SINOPEC announced “an agreement with Exxon and Aramco of
Saudi Arabia for a joint feasibility study for a refinery and petrochemical complex in East China’s
coastal province of Fujian which will involve a total investment of three billion U.S. dollars.”   A345

Xinhua News Agency article continued: “After completing the project, Fujian will become a 10-
million-ton refinery center for processing high-sulfur crude oil with an annual capacity of
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manufacturing 600,000 tons of Ethylene.”   There are apparently two other joint ventures346

planned between SINOPEC and Exxon.347

Liu Chao-Ying and China Aerospace International Holdings

1. Introduction:

On May 15, 1998, the New York Times reported that Chung admitted to Justice
Department investigators that, “a large part of the nearly $100,000 he gave to Democratic causes
in the summer of 1996 -- including $80,000 to the Democratic National Committee -- came from
China’s People’s Liberation Army through a Chinese Lieutenant Colonel and aerospace
executive” named Liu Chao-Ying.    This appears to be the first time that a major figure in the348

campaign finance scandal has agreed to cooperate with the Justice Department.  It also appears to
be the first time that a high-profile witness has provided corroboration of Chinese government
efforts to influence U.S. elections.

Documents and testimony obtained by the Committee indicate that Liu traveled to the
United States twice in 1996 in coordination with Chung.  The Committee’s investigation has
determined that there were at least two areas where Chung was attempting to assist Liu; 1)
meeting with representatives of the U.S. aerospace industry to discuss the purchase of aircraft
parts, and 2) raising capital in U.S. financial markets.  Whether they had anything to show for
their efforts will remain an open question until either Chung or Liu agrees to cooperate with the
Committee’s investigation.

Liu Chao-Ying is the Vice President of China Aerospace International Holdings, Ltd., a
Hong Kong-based subsidiary of China Aerospace Corporation.   China Aerospace is a Chinese349

government-owned corporation that deals in satellite technology, missile sales, and satellite
launches.  A second business card produced to the Committee lists Liu as President of CASIL
Import & Export Co., Ltd.,  a Hong Kong subsidiary of China Aerospace. She is the daughter of350
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retired People’s Liberation Army (PLA) General Liu Huaqing.   In 1996, General Liu was the351

Vice Chairman of the Central Military Commission, and reportedly oversaw the Chinese army’s
modernization program.  He was also a member of the Standing Committee of the Politburo of
the Communist Party.”352

Another subsidiary of China Aerospace, China Great Wall Industries, is involved in the
commercial launch of satellites aboard Chinese-built rockets.   China Great Wall is at the center353

of a growing controversy over whether U.S. ballistic missile technology was illegally transferred
to China.

In February 1996, a March III rocket built by China Great Wall Industries exploded
shortly after lift-off, destroying a commercial communications satellite built by Loral Space
Systems.    The resulting review of the crash by U.S. aerospace companies led to accusations of354

an unauthorized transfer of missile technology to China that is now the subject of a criminal
investigation.

This matter is also under investigation by the House Select Committee on U.S. National
Security and Military/Commercial Concerns with the People’s Republic of China.

2. Overseas Wires and Contributions:

Chung’s bank accounts and his record of contributions to the DNC tend to corroborate
the account first published by the New York Times.  In July and August 1996, Chung received
three wire transfers from Hong Kong totaling $290,000.  Between July and September 1996,
Chung contributed a total of $90,000 to the DNC.

The wire transfers initiated from a Hong Kong bank account controlled by Chung.  They
arrived in the following order:

C July 15, 1996: $190,000355
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C August 15, 1996:   $20,000356

C August 15, 1996:   $80,000357

Total: $290,000


